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MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
SUBJECT: April Meeting of the Council
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Building Tocated behind the Tawes State Office Building in A’ﬁrﬁmlls
A map is attached. The meeting will start at 9#Q0 a.m. ‘ﬁ“‘% ..

Attachments




State of Maryland
GOVERNOR’S ADV]ISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING
Mecting Agenda

April 2, 1990

9:00 a.m, Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes
9:10 a.m. Final Action on the Work Plan
Pl Discussion of the State Markets Study

(a) task group on ports

(b) task group on materials
(c) task group on counties’ roles and assumptions

11:00 a.m. Council discussion, possible necd for further task group(s) to develop
recommendations on identifying, evaluating and meeting markets

11:15 a.m. Report of the Task Force on paper waste reduction in State offices
(double-sided copving and use of lighter basis weight papers) and
fostering recycling (no yellow pads, recycling of old files, using
scrap paper for memo pads, and vther methods of increasing
recycling). Consideration of finul recommendations.

Michael Gagliardo

11:45 a.m. Old Business
plans for state-of-the-art seminar for Council members

11:55 a.m. New Business

12:00 noon Adjournment
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Minutes of the Meeting of

The Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Date: Masah -5,<1990

Time: 9:00 a.m.
place: Maryland Department of Agriculture Conference Room

Annapolis, Maryland

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman of the Council, opened the
meeting at 9:10 a.m. The minutes of the February 5, 1990 meeting
were approved as written. The attendance sheet is appended to
these minutes.

Dr. Alter reported on a number of miscellaneous items.

- Information on the State’s used oil recycling program has
been put together by Mr. George Perdikakis, Director of the
Maryland Environmental Service (MES).

- The April 4 teleconference on recycling, sponsored by Keep
America Beautiful, will originate at the Chamber of
Commerce TV station. George Washington University has a
satellite downlink. Attendance at the Chamber of Commerce
station will be limited. The conference is available to
anyone with downlink access.

After discussion, the Council agreed that it would be
useful to learn more about techniques and processes e
recycling. The focus should be on new technology and not be too
basic in nature. Dr. Alter and Mr. Ronald Nelson, Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE), agreed to confer on an
education program for the Council.

Mr. Perdikakis reported that MES has finalized ithe SlEfsis o0
recommended grantees to receive the $500,000 available under the
Solid Waste Loan Act. Further, MES has prepared and periodically
updates the Maryland Recycling Directory, which is available.

MES has applied to the Able Foundation for a $250,000 grant to
expand and improve the oil recycling program.

Mr. Perdikakis and Mr. Nelson agreed to gather information
on current recycling programs and efforts. Dr. Alter indicated
that he has a copy of a law review article (80 pages long) which
details what each State is doing in the area of recycling. The
article is available to Council members who wish to review it.
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The draft workplan was discussed. It was agreed that:

- The issue of coordination of State and local efforts needed
to be added to the workplan.

- A plan to disseminate information needs to be developed.

- Tt would be useful for the Council to review several of the
recycling plans once they are submitted to MDE. A synopsis
of the county plans would also be beneficial.

- The counties and the State should strive to recycle the
maximum amount practical, and not simply target the amount
mandated in the Maryland Recycling Act.

Dr. Alter stated that he would redraft the workplan and
distribute it to Council members for review, with any response
due back to him before the April meeting. A new workplan would
then be developed.

Ms. Helen Wanning, of Gershman, Brickner & Bratton, Inc.
(GBB), briefed the Council on the report, Maryland Recyclable
Materials Market Study, prepared for the Governor and the General
Assembly as required by the 1988 Maryland Recycling Act. The
report was prepared for MDE in cooperation with MES using
$150,000 in funds provided by MES. The report examines
manufacturers in the area as well as import and export markets.
Three tiers of ports are considered. The report is somewhat
flawed in that the U.S. Department of Commerce changed the data
base, and in so doing, lost certain information that would have
been of use in the report. The report projects both supply and
demand up until the year 2000. A number of issues were raised:

- In comparing supply to total tonnages, GBB exercised
judgement in estimating how much would be available for
recycling;

- The assumptions used in the mathematical modeling need to
be clearly stated; and

- The projects of available tonnages for certain wastes need
to be re-examined. The estimated 252,000 tons of old
newspaper (ONP) projected for 1995 appears to be too high,
while the one million projected tires appears too low.

Four million tires have previously been estimated. y
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Dr. Alter stated that the Council should assess the report
considering international aspects, the materials discussion and
balance, and the database description and assumptions. Three
Task Groups were appointed as follows:

1. International Aspects (ports, export markets)
Mr. George Hudnet
Mr. Ronald Nelson
Dr. Michael Pelczar

2. Materials
Mr. George Perdikakis
Mr. Lawrence Hayward
Mr. Lenny Minutillo
Senator Gerald Winegrad

3. Report Database and Assumptions
Mr. John Schafer
Mr. Barry Scher
Dr. Dan Morhaim

Mr. Perdikakis reported that several Maryland companies
have expressed interest in establishing an ONP export operation
using Baltimore Harbor. Up to $10/ton for ONP has been offered
if a minimum of 2,000 tons are available on 25 days notice.

One company offers to post a performance bond for these
years, offering $10/ton for a minimum of 18,000 tons to a maximum
of 100,000 tons annually.

Dr. Alter offered that MES should counter offer with
$10/ton or 80% of the yellow sheet value. This would allow for

cyclic market flpetuations,

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, NEMWDA, reported on the Task Group
assigned to evaluate office recycling. The report recommends
preparation of "How To’ manuals targeted to State agencies, ey Bt
government, and small businesses. A "camera ready" version would
be produced that could then be customized by a potential user.

During the discussion on the report, the following issues
were identified:

- There are too many players in the recycling effort. There
needs to be a clear leader and better coordination.

- MDE is the proper lead agency as directed by the 1988

Maryland Recycling Act. MDE is a regulatory agency that
chrld eat malicv and aive direction and serve as
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- MES assists in implementing programs with counties,
regions, and other jurisdictions.

- The State must set an example for the other jurisdiction to
emulate.

Dr. Alter indicated that it was clear that the Council
concluded that a manual was needed and remanded the report back
to committee for reconsideration and revision based upon the
Council’s comments.

Under old business, Mr. Nelson reported on the feasibility
of holding regional meetings as an effort to ensure public
participation, education, and outreach. Mr. Nelson indicated
that the logistics of holding regional meetings is no problem,
but that the Council must first decide what is to be accomplished
by such an effort and then structure the effort to satisfy that
directive. After discussion, it was decided to hold the issue in
abeyance for future consideration.

The topic of the deinking mill and a potential site in
Maryland was discussed. The issued is still under consideration
by Southeast Paper Company. The matter is to be brought up to
management in late March. Preliminary financial calculations are
not favorable due to current low selling price of newsprint and
high construction costs.

Senator Winegrad reported on pending legislation. The
newspaper recycling bill passed from the Environmental Matters
Committee with amendments adjusting the percentage recycled and
the time schedule for compliance. The second reader passed and
the third reader will be considered soon. The bill has not yet
been brought up in the Senate.

Senators Winegrad and Smelser have jointly sponsored a bill
to require double-sided copying for documents longer than ten
pages. It appears that Senate passage is assured. Significant
cost savings would be realized.

Senator Wagner’'s bill on State Recycling Centers 1s
scheduled to be considered by Committee on March 14th.

Under new business, it was agreed that future meetings
would continue to be held in the Annapolis area on the first
Monday of each month. The April meeting will be at the Court of
Appeals Building in Annapolis in the conference room in the Law
Library, on April 2, 1990 starting at 9:00 a.m.

There being no other'business, the meeting was adjourned a
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
2500 Broening Highway, Baltimore, Maryland 21224
Area Code 301 e 631- 3318

willl]am Donald Schaefer - Martin W. Walsh, Jr.
Governor Secretary

MEMORANDUM

Members of the Governor's Advisory Courcdil an Raeycling

Ronald Nelson\>Director
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Administration

FROM: William Chicca, Administratoy%
Solid Waste Program '

SUBJECT: May Meeting of the Council

’ The next scheduled meeting of the Governor's Advisory Council on
Recycling will be held on Monday, May 7, 1990 at 9:00 a.m.

The location of the meeting will be the conference room of the
Maryland Municipal League, which is located at 1212 West Street,
Annapolis, Maryland. A map is enclosed.




GOVERNOR’S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING

Subcommittee on Import/Export

Meeting held on March 26, 1990, at 2500 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD. 1In
attendance were Messrs. Ron Nelson, Michael Pelczar and George Hudnet. Mr.
Harry Benson, the new State of Maryland Recycling Coordinator, also attended.

It was decided that this one-time meeting was going to evolve into several
meetings in order to adequately address the charge of the group. We
collectively decided to hold a meeting(s) with commodity brokers to evaluate the
supply/demand for recyclables especially waste papers and tires in the over seas
market place. We feel that we need to discover:

- what do current and future markets look like,

- how can we develop the export market out of the Port of Baltimore,

~ how does the brokerage process work,

- how are the products transported/packaged, and

- what kinds of incentives are needed.

It was decided that our group should develop a working knowledge of the

Baltimore port and find out what kind of "carrot" could be offered to attract
trade in the area prior to ocur meeting with the brokers.

H. Benson and G. Hudnet are developing the list of brokers and end users as a

starting point for the group.
fm %;7)/

George Hudn
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State of Maryland

GOVERNOR’S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING
Mecting Agenda

May 7, 1990

9:00 a.m. Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes

9:10 a.m. The Role of Secondary Material Brokers in Recycling:
presentation by Mr. Scott Horne, Prince Georges Scrap Co.
regarding paper, metals, glass and plastics (with opportunities for
questions and answers). Discussion of possible recommendations.

Further Discussion of the State Markets Study.
(&) task group on ports
(b) task group on materials
(c) task group on counties’ roles and assumptions

10:05 a.m. Council discussion, possible need for further task group(s) to develop
rccommendations on identifying, evaluating und meeting markeis.
Discussion of possible recommendation concerning this report to the
Governor.

11:00 a.m. Report of the Task Force on Guidelines for paper waste reduction,
recycling and secondary materials procurement by public and private
scetor. Consideration of final text and recomimendations.

Michael Gagliardo

11:30 a.m, Beginnings of Discussion: Replacement of Packaging and Waste
Reduction in the State.

11:45 am. OId Business
plans for state-of-the-art seminar for Council members.

11:50 a.m. New Business (dates for future meetings).

12:00 noon Adjournment.




Minutes of the Meeting of

The Governor’'s Advisory Council on Recycling

Monday, April 2, 1990

9:00 a.m.

Law Library Conference Room
Court of Appeals Building
Annapolis, Maryland

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman of the Council, convened the
meeting at 9:15 a.m. The Work Plan, a letter from Gershman,
Brickner & Bratton, Inc. (GBB) on the Recyclable Materials Market
Study (GBB report), and an article from Resource Recovery
Magazine was distributed.

Mr. George Hudnet reported on his subcommittee actions
concerning the GBB report section on Import/Export of Materials.
A copy of the report is appended to these minutes. Mr. Harry
Benson and Mr. Hudnet will develop a list of brokers and end

users for Council use.

Mr. Ronald Nelson stated that once all the comments on the
GBB report are in, the Department will finalize any changes in an
addendum to the report which will be distributed.

Dr. Alter indicated this report is the beginning of a more
comprehensive effort that will build upon this base. It moves
the State out of the spot market and into considering long-term
contractual recycling efforts. Efforts are needed to keep the
information current, such as a computer data base that would get
continuous feedback from the counties.

Mr. George Perdikakis reported that he had met with a
Senior Vice President of Southeast Paper. They have a copy of
the report and the Maryland Recycling Directory. They are
interested in doing "something" in Maryland but need large
tonnages on a reliable basis. Southeast Paper exported 70,000
tons of ONP last year. Some of this material went out via
Baltimore Harbor. This year they have internally consumed all
ONP and have not exported any. The company has not made a
decision on a deinking plant. Sites in five States, including
Maryland, have been identified. This appears not to offer any
short-term solution.

Suburban Insulation in Hagerstown, Maryland is ready to
purchase 450 tons of ONP monthly.
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Mr. Nelson stated that a regional effort should concentrate
on rural areas. The "major seven" counties are too independent.
However, it is difficult to get rural governments to interact.
They will not regionalize until it is clearly shown to be to
their advantage. Mandatory efforts will not work.

Mr. Perdikakis reported on his subcommittee work
-materials. The tires section of the GBB report will rewritten
after meeting with a consultant and others. This should be
completed within 30-45 days. The glass section has minor -
problems and the plastics section needs more work to highlight
PolySource and Procter & Gamble’s efforts on plastics recycling.

Mr. Barry Scher reported on his subcommittee - Data and
Assumptions. The subcommittee concluded that regional marketing
would benefit rural counties and that assistance should be
available. Participation should be on a voluntary basis.

Dr. Alter stressed that markets must be available and
identified before materials are recovered.

Mr. Nelson indicated that County Recycling Plans will not
be deemed adequate unless they identify specific long-term
markets for each of the recovered materials.

Dr. Alter indicated that the State needs a more aggressive
effort to site an ONP deinking facility, possibly coupled with a
power plant that uses tire derived fuel (TDF) to provide steam
and electricity. Mr. Nelson agreed to make arrangements to have
a representative from the Department of Economic and Employment
Development at the next Council meeting to discuss siting efforts
on secondary market plants. Because of the highly confidential
nature of such industrial negotiations, the discussion would have
to be general in nature.

Mr. Michael Gagliardo presented his subcommittee report {
(attached) on office recycling and waste reduction. It includes
three generic guides:

- Buying Recycled Products:
- Office Recycling; and
- Waste Audits and Waste Reduction.

These guides and the report could be distributed to the i
Governor’s office, counties and municipalities, and possibly to I
the private sector. It could be made available on disk (IBM
compatible software). The members of the Council were requested

to review the report and return comments to Mr. Gagliardo as soon

as possible. After the May meeting, a draft advisory with the
document will be sent to the Governor.
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Dr. Alter advised the members that the Work Plan has been
finalized. Two items that need to be addressed are:

1) Maximizing public participation; and
2) wWaste reduction/packaging.

The question remains as to how to increase public .
participation. How can people best be informed and/or reminded
of the need and importance of recycling. Experience demonstrates
that people will participate if they know that their
participation contributes and that recycling works. The caveat
is that it must be simple and convenient. Different approaches
are required in urban as opposed to rural areas. Socio-economic
factors are also important. Investment in high-participation
areas will provide the best return.

Integration of environmental issues, including recycling,
in education curriculum is needed. Mr. Benson agreed to look
into education programs and report to the Council. Curriculum
packages from Rhode Island and Virginia are currently available.
It is imperative that local leaders be recruited to "hype" the
recycling efforts across the State. Examples would include the
Governor, Chief Executive Officers of counties, Mayors, sports
figures, etc.

Dr. Alter reported on the waste reduction issue. He has a
series of graphs that will be distributed. The data does not
support the position that package replacement is a significant
issue. The amount of material used in packaging (on a per unit
basis) has actually decreased over the past few years as lighter
materials are used, such as shrink plastic films.

Dr. Alter also reported that the future trend in recycling
appears to be towards front and processing - high tech
separation. This achieves the highest recovery rates.

It was reported that Babcock & Wilson has purchased
National Ecology and that the Texas RDF facility will cease
operations after July. Baltimore Gas & Electric ceased accepting
RDF due to problems with air heaters at the Crane Power Plant.

It was agreed that future meetings would continue in the
Annapolis area even after the close of the legislative session.

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at
12:05 p.m.
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April 2, 1990

PLAN OF WORK
1990

State of Maryland

Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

1.0 Introduction

This plan presents the work schedule adopted by the Council to address the recycling ques-
tions assigned by Governor William Donald Schaefer and other points the Council wishes to in-
clude. The schedule is for 1990. An amended plan will be adopted for 1991 later this year.

There are three categories of questions or tasks the Council is undertaking: (1) the Gover-
nor’s assignment; (2) some short term subjects that will demonstrate the State’s leadership by reduc-
ing the amount of waste discarded by State executive and legislative branch offices and improve
recycling; and (3) long term goals and strategies for increasing and improving recycling in Maryland.
The Governor’s assignment (contained in the Executive Order creating the Council) encompasses
the pressing problems likely to be encountered during start-up of any recycling program.

Many of the tasks are inter-related so that the Council can not assign independent priorities
to them. Some tasks cannot be addressed until the counties! submit their recycling plans to the
Department of the Environment (The plans are due by July 1, 1990.)

This Work Plan discusses the tasks from the Governor and those added by the Council. The
latter are classified as short-term and long-term. All are described below. A section of the Plan
describes the time schedule the Council has adopted for 1990 for many of the tasks.

An important high priority task is omitted from the Work Plan discussion, at present. This
task is to establish base-lines from which progress in recycling can be measured. There are no gener-
ally accepted models for computing waste composition, recycling potentials, nor the level of activity
needed to meet the State’s mandated recycling goals. There should be standardized baselines of
quantity and composition of municipal solid waste (MSW) for urban, suburban and rural areas.
Even if these are not exact, everyone should be counting from the same base. Better statistics are
needed on just how much MSW is generated in the State, which is different from the total amount
of solid waste going to disposal. The approach to this task will be planned (and may displace some
other tasks on the schedule) after the counties submit their recycling plans. It is expected that some
or all of the information needed will be included in the plans.

- e —————

1. References to counties in this plan include Baltimore City.
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Another omission is the consideration of new recycling initiatives. The Council will consider
these as part of all other assignments and when new initiatives are proposed by Council members or
others.

2.0 Organization and Method of Operation of the Council

The Council will address the Governor’s assignments concurrently with other tasks. To do
this, small working groups or Task Forces will be organized for each task. When a Task Force finish-
esiits report to the entire Council, the members will be available for other assignments.

The Council seeks input from all sectors across the State: public, private, citizens - anyone
who has something to contribute. The Council wishes to develop a broad consensus on what has to
be done. Inquiries and discussions have begun to learn what the State, counties and the private
sector are doing or plan to do to increase recycling in Maryland. Invitations will be issued by the
Council, and through its representatives of the various public and private sectors, for recommenda-
tions and suggestions.

The public must be informed of progress. This will be coordinated through the Governor’s
office.

3.0 The Governor’s Assignments

3.1 Coordinate State Efforts to Facilitate Implementation of Recycling Goals at the State and
County Levels: This task must be considered by itself and in conjunction with all other assignments.
The Council as adopted a continuing function to monitor recycling activities around the State. Staff
has been asked to prepare periodic summaries of these activities, which will be made available
widely. The Council’s present consideration of tasks in paragraphs 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 are an initial effort
to increase coordination among State offices and agencies, including the General Assembly.

3.2 Identify & Evaluate Markets: Most markets for recovered materials are strong; some are
not likely to be satiated in the foreseeable future. The markets for office and computer papers,
steel or aluminum cans, PET and HDPE plastics, and to an extent glass, are strong." (The caveat for
glass is because of the freight costs for the relatively low value product. Many parts of Maryland are
close to glass plants.) Conventional wisdom is to worry because markets for old newsprint (ONP),
tires, batteries, mixed papers and compost are weak. There is never likely to be a strong market for
mixed papers for good technological reasons. Compost is a soil adjuvant, not a nutrient, and never
has had high value anywhere in the world. Its selling price is low or negative, a situation unlikely to
change. The limitations on the markets for discarded tires and batteries are different and will be
addressed in part as part of two of the long-term tasks.

cessessssssesareenne

1. A caution is needed here. The steel industry is assisting finding markets for steel cans but there is a surplus
of scrap steel from other sources. Cans and some other grades of scrap steel compete for uses.

{
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All over the country, people involved in recycling try to "identify" markets but do not often
extend their vision to issues of marketing and specifications. Other factors that must be addressed in
this context are the pricing mechanisms (guarding against upside and downside fluctuations), stabili-
ty, interstate/intrastate competition and export opportunities.

1t is important to recommend to the counties what is in the literature on markets and mar-
keting. The recently completed State "market study” will be the starting point for discussions. The
Council also will address the possibility of a centralized marketing function for recovered products.

The counties will likely be bidding against each other for available markets. There would be
a great duplication of effort as each county attempts to establish a marketing function. The learning
curve will be steep, expensive and time consuming. What merit would there be for the State to
create a centralized function and sell all recovered materials as if from one source? Rather than
have the State establish and maintain this new function, and recognizing that marketing and selling
of products is not something the public sector does well, what are the merits of having the private
sector market the recovered materials? This could be by public bid by recognized brokers and
dealers. An incentive could be built-in by paying a percentage commission on sales rather than a
fee. (At start-up, there could be a fixed-fee plus percentage to account for the fixed costs of start-
up.) A private, established broker could conceivably better distribute the products from county
programs in national and world markets, blending with traditional materials as necessary.

3.3 Need to Expand/Construct Recycling Centers: What constitutes a recycling center -- as
opposed to a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF)? Which are needed, where? Some processing of
separately collected materials is necessary in order to meet buyers’ specifications. The State must be
covered by a collection network feeding to aggregation centers (collection and transfer points) and
there to MRFs for processing and to benefit from economies of scale. The collection quantities and
locations are related to the nodes of waste generation and must accommodate rural and urban
communities. This description lends it self to an operations research analysis for siting aggregation
centers and MRFs and for achieving efficient regionalization. Some study is needed but this cannot
be determined until the counties submit their recycling plans.

The operations research approach must include estimates of future quantities and grades of
recyclable materials. For example, projections today show that the amounts of steel and glass
packaging in MSW are dropping sharply. (So is paper packaging, which is not recyclable.) Plastics
packaging is growing, but at a Jower rate than other materials are dropping. How much will there be
to recycle? Which bousing densities will permit economical collection? Siting of MRFs and aggre-
gation centers will be opposed (NIMBY). What can the State do to lessen NIMBY?

Are drop-off centers a way of expanding recycling? Some research shows that such centers
have the lowest rate of participation. However, drop-off centers may be the only practical collection
method in rural counties because they are compatible with current waste collection practices. Again,
the counties’ recycling plans must be submitted before this subject can be addressed.

3.4 Development of Rules & Regulations for Recycling: Two sets of rules will be needed: one
for participants (starting with householders and small businesses) and another for processors and
handlers of recycled materials. For the former, should there be a penalty for nonparticipation?
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Should there be a penalty for the wrong materials? Should the State specify the types of containers?
Who should determine the materials to be separated?

For the processors and handlers, will a State permit be required? Are there any new public
health issues? Should there be any restrictions on where the materials to be recycled come from? If
a MRF or aggregation center is operated by a county, should the permitting be any different than
for the private sector? Are new laws needed regarding scavenging? Are regulations needed to
protect public health?

What rules are needed to administer the State recycling law? How do we assure that all
counties are keeping track of recycling percentages the same way? How do we ascertain that their
recycling plans are comparable?

Will rules or regulations be required to specify which materials are to be recycled? At
present, counties are planning to meet the mandated goals, which are based on weight. As a result,
there is a natural tendency to ignore light weight materials, such as plastic containers. These con-
tainers make up only about two percent of MSW but there is a market for them. Will other materials
be ignored if, for example, the mandated targets can be reached by recycling say yard waste?

3.5 Programs to Maximize Participation: If household source separation is required, should it
be enforced? Is this a proper role for the police? Should enforcement be different for homeowners,
businesses or government offices? Should counties be required to include specified materials in their
plans, similar to some other states?

Can public information programs, which are essential in any case, be substituted for en-
forcement? Who should conduct them? (If government does, they are often ineffective, under-
funded, and short-lived as legislatures scrutinize budgets.) What are appropriate measures of suc-
cess: numbers of participants or quantities collected? Which methods of separation/collection and
which containers receive the highest acceptance? What is the relationship between participation
and demographics? (There are some data indicating higher participation correlates with higher
education/income.) How do we achieve participation in high density dwelling units -- especially
given health and fire regulations? What will be the participation at drop-off centers? How should
recycling be conducted in low density rural areas? In areas without organized collection, should the
residents be de facto excused from the recycling programs?

3.6 Ways to Maximize State Procurement of Recycled Materials: Given the present state of
markets, should the State do anything? If they did, which products would be affected beyond certain
grades of paper? How do you specify and differentiate between the use of secondary materials and
secondary materials recovered from wastes destined for disposal. (Most products contain some
secondary material.) Should the State adopt the Federal RCRA regulations here? Should they
offer a higher price (say +10%)? What would it buy? For tires, what is involved in specifying road
pavement with rubber-asphalt? How much more would it cost? What assurances can there be that
any purchased product would assist Maryland markets?

It is unlikely that State procurement could generate much of a market for recycled materials
(with the possible exception of paper, presuming specifications are clear to include post-consumer
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stocks). However, should the State take actions with symbolic value to lead the way? If so, which
actions would make sense in their own right and not just add cost?

3.7 Evaluate Programs for Waste Reduction: Any discussion of waste reduction must begin
with recognition that the amount of waste generated per capita is not increasing; the fraction of
packaging residues in MSW has gone down since 1972; metal and glass packaging weights have
decreased over the years; packaging reduces the amount of food residues in MSW; all forms of

packaging are decreasing except plastics, which is increasing slightly and has the greatest effect in
reducing the amount of MSW.

What can the State do in its own operations to reduce waste? The Council started in Febru-
ary to address using double-sided copying and lighter weight bond papers in State offices. How
much waste reduction would this accomplish?

Can the State take any other waste reduction steps without being contrary to interstate
commerce? Should the State educate people so that they can make waste reducing decisions? (For
example, a large waste reducing consumer decision would be to use plastic grocery bags instead of
paper, other considerations of trade-offs aside.)

3.8 Economic Feasibility of Recycling Programs: The first step is to properly define "avoided
cost,” the popular budget "item" for financing recycling. Too often, it has been taken to mean the
avoided disposal (or tip) fee. Rather, it is the avoided marginal cost of disposal, often much less
than the tip fee. Economic feasibility will be better understood when jurisdictions are on a true user
fee basis.

The literature is not clear as to the costs of separate collection of recyclable materials. Some
time-motion studies have been done but they can be criticized. More and better data are needed.
Everyone could use an economic decision model. Should the State develop one?

3.9 Cost/Benefit of Packaging Replacements: The Council must start with consideration of
paragraph 3.6. Add to that the finding that foamed polystyrene packaging (the common target of
such proposals) occupies 0.2% or so of landfills and the subject seems absurd. Similar proposals
around the country cannot be supported by the data. There are trade-offs and anyone dictating
package design is likely to slow the technological advances that reduce waste.

Given all of this, do we do nothing or should there be a information program such as men-
tioned in paragraph 3.6? How do we examine the trade-offs of waste and package replacements, let
alone the health and environment factors?

4.0 Additional Points the Council Wishes to Consider
4.1 Short-Term Tasks
4.1.1 Recycling in State Offices: Can we increase office recycling of newspapers and

office papers? How much paper will be recycled this way? What investments will have to be made?
How can glass, aluminum, and possibly other materials be included? How can this recycling be
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coordinated with the counties so that the State and counties do not work at cross purposes? How
will federal facilities be included?

4.1.2 Waste Reduction in State Offices: An often overlooked waste management
technique is to reduce the amount of paper being deposited in office waste baskets. Also over-
looked is that since 1960, books and magazines and office wastes have grown as a portion of the
waste stream. However, office waste is less than 3% of MSW. (By contrast, newspapers have been
about 6.8% on average since 1960.) The amount of office waste can be reduced by using double-
sided copying and lighter weight bond papers. How much waste reduction would this accomplish?
How much would it cost to phase in double-sided office copiers?

4.2 Long-Term Tasks

4.2.1 Markets for ONP and Tires: The markets for most materials likely to be recov-
ered from MSW are strong except for a few materials. Two outstanding exceptions are old news-
print (ONP) and discarded tires. The markets for these two might be integrated. Many firms are
now investigating new de-inking mills for ONP. Should the State do what it can (e.g., through its
economic development program) to attract one of these mills? Further, these mills are large users
of steam and power that could be generated by captive power plants burning coal and tires. Discus-
sions have already started between the State and possible owner-operators of ONP de-inking mills.
Predictions are that in about three to four years, new mills will be on-line and the market for ONP
will be strong. If so, does the State have to do anything?

4.2.2 Lead-Acid Storage Batteries: The third material for which markets are poor are
old lead-acid storage batteries. There is no shortage of demand for the lead, nor for the polypropyl-
ene cases. The barrier appears to be siting, given the future Superfund liability of an operator. The
situation could get worse with passage of new Federal legislation. A bill recently introduced in Con-
gress would require sellers of batteries, at all levels, to take back old ones. Something will have to
be done with the batteries. What can the State do to attract a battery recycler? Perhaps just leasing
the land for a plant and holding the lease holder harmless for future Superfund liability would be
enough. (These plants are subject to RCRA Subtitle C corrective action so it is unlikely there would
be any environmental insult.) Hold harmless may not be important environmentally; it may be
essential to attract a plant. What is involved? Batteries from Maryland would have to be first in the
queue for the recycling plant.

4.2.3 Advancing MRF Technology: Recycling programs will require the building and
operation of materials recycling facilities (MRFs) to prepare separated products for markets. The
products as-collected do not meet buyers’ specifications. Current MRFs are labor intensive, with
little mechanical processing. OSHA and related state agencies apparently have not taken a close
look at these operations, which too often are built on shoe strings and present risks to workers.
Picking garbage is not pleasant work. The future prospects for hiring laborers for this type of work
are poor given current demographics of the work force, short of large future immigration. What can
the State do to encourage new technology and capital--, rather than labor--intensive separations? Is
a model regional MRF a way? Should the State pay for the design of a modern MRF and make this
available to the counties? Should this be extended to building the first one, and thus demonstrating
the technology in the State? Can this be accomplished by a full service operator (which is the way
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modern waste-to-energy plants have been built and successfully operated). Should the State encour-
age a regional MRF to lead the way? If so, what would be the best way of doing this, short of fund-
ing the entire design and construction, even operation?

4.2.4 Overlooked Wastes: There are some large quantity, homogeneous wastes that
are often overlooked when discussing recycling programs: old license plates, last year’s telephone
books, and the asphalt paving or roofing from demolition. Old license plates probably do not
amount to much waste disposed, but the aluminum is valuable. Should the Motor Vehicle Adminis-
tration require citizens to return voided plates? How can we organize to avoid old telephone direc-
tories from being sent to landfills? J udging from current 1-270 construction, there is some asphalt
recycling in Maryland. What of other road demolition wastes? What happens to old roofing
wastes? Which other wastes are being overlooked?

5.0 Ongoing Tasks

5.1 Introduction: Some tasks are considerations that must be included in discussion of all
other tasks. In addition to paragraph 3.1, three others are described below.

5.2 Informing the Public as to Progress: The Council has an obligation to keep the public
informed about what its deliberations, including open meetings and opportunities for public out-
reach. The Council reports to the Governor who will be consulted as how best to inform the public.

5.3 Recommendations of New State Initiatives: Paragraphs 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 are for new State
initiatives. Throughout the Council’s deliberations, it must be sensitive to other initiatives.

5.3 Education: The Council has to address what can be done within the education system to
teach a waste management ethic. There are school curricula for K-12 and perhaps the State can
encourage their use. There is little related course work in colleges and universities. Should the
Maryland universities and colleges be encouraged to develop undergraduate and post-graduate
courses in the field?

6.0 The Schedule for 1990

Two charts are appended. The first presents a schedule for addressing the eight of the tasks
assigned by the Governor. (Task 3.1 pervades all other considerations, so is not listed separately on
the chart.) The second is a schedule for addressing some of the points proposed by the Council.
Note that tasks from each category will be addressed concurrently.

The Charts show three types of activities: discussion by the full Council, assignments for
Council Task Forces, and Recommendations formulation. Not all tasks have the three types of
activities during 1990. This is because either there is not enough time or because the tasks cannot
be addressed until some other information is available, such as the county recycling plans.

No schedules for beyond 1990 have been formulated. Probably, some of the tasks planned
for 1990 will not be completed and will carry over. In all likelihood, the Council will want to address
additional tasks in subsequent years. These schedules will have to be updated periodically.
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Some aspects of the schedules need to be highlighted. Note that economic feasibility cannot
be fully addressed until the county plans have been submitted. Maximizing State procurement is
scheduled for the end of 1990 because this subject can wait compared to others that will more direct-
ly influence implementation of the county plans. Consideration of recycling and waste reduction in
State offices has begun, so these subjects are scheduled early. Discussion of advancing MRF tech-
nology is left until the end of 1990; much has to be learned about the subject before meaningful
discussions can be held.

The schedules are ambitious and subject to change.
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GBB GERSHMAN, BRICKNER & BRATTON, INC

2735 Hartland Road
Falls Church, VA 22043

' 703/573-5800
Telecopier 703/698-1306

March 14, 1990

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

GOVERNOR'S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING
10 Watchwater Way

Rockville, Maryiand 20850

Dear Dr. Alter:

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the methodology - and
findings of the Maryland Recyclable Materials Market Study. The
report contains much data to be digested and the briefing on March
5 was a good means to introduce members of the Advisory Council to
the report's contents. :

To answer two of the questions asked at the March 5 session:

' (1) Regarding the 8-month import/export Department of
Commerce data: The 8-month data was annualized in order
to provide the tonnages expected for base year 1990.

(2) The Research Division of the Port Authority of Norfolk
was contacted to determine if its waste paper exports
were containerized or in bulk shipments. According to
Philip Newswanger, Director of Research, old newspaper
exports are baled for bulky shipments as well as
containerized loads. He didn't have further details as
to the proportions for each type of shipment, except to
state that the Port of Norfolk as a whole ships about 3/4
of its exports containerized and the remainder in bulk
loads. Used office paper shipments out of the Port are
all containerized.

When T asked Mr. Newswanger why waste paper exports are
increasing in Norfolk, rather than through Baltimore, he
confirmed what other sources stated to us: the time
factor involved in traveling up Chesapeake Bay to get to
Baltimore adds costs to the shipper. Despite the cost

. of land transport to get wastepaper to Norfolk, the
overall cost to export the paper is currently less if
Norfolk and other neighboring ports are used.

\ (3) Regarding the data on tires, we are not totally pleased
‘ with the indicated findings either. No one really knows

Sohd Waste Management Consultants

Recycled Paper
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the exact amount of used tires there are currently, let
alone how many will be discarded five and ten years from
‘now. The request that we derive the supply of tires that
could be a part of municipal solid waste has some built-
in statistical disadvantages. The amount was calculated
in tons rather than numbers of tires because MSW records
are usually by weight. Demand statistics from some end
users were by number, however.

Seppily tonrzges.zlsn E;ﬁftﬁ,exel:ﬁg’gqtimaggsgﬁf-trnﬁk
tires and other typés which have mafket value' as
retreads. ©On the demand side, the study based demand
solely on reported end-user capacity. Responses from
retreaders, crumb rubber producers, and other end users
in the study area indicate the capacity to recycle the
supply of passenger tires is there, but is not expanding
due to the lower value of retreaded passenger tires
coupled with the diminished domestic and export market
for crumb rubber fuel. The network for used passenger
tires also appears to be less defined than for other
types of tires. A separate task force research effort
for tires would be appropriate for Maryland to address.

Please call me if you or members of the Advisory Council need
further information or clarification regarding the findings of the
study. I enjoyed meeting you and look forward to further contact
regarding Maryland's recycling activities.

Singcerely,

Heler, Wanning
Projeci, Manager

HW:jcs
cc: Harvey Gershman

Frank Bernheisel
George Perdikakis

Recycled Paper
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Dr. Harvey Alter

Manager, Resources Policy Dept.

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

1615 H Street, N.W.

washington, D.C. 20062

PH: 202-463-5531

FAX: 202-887-3445 -
REPRESENTS: General Public

Mr. Michael A. Gagliardo
Executive Director
N.W. MD Waste Disposal Author.
25 S. Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
PH: 301-333-2730
FAX: 301-333-2721
REPRESENTS: N.E. MD Waste Disposal Authority

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward
Manager,Public & Government Affairs
AMOCO Corporation
One North Charles Street
Suite 1420
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
PH: 301-625-7829
FAX: 301-625-7855
REPRESENTS: Packaging Industry

Mr. George T. Hudnet
Regional Manager
Wheelabrator Environmental
Systems Inc.
1099 Winterson Road, # 105
Linthicum, Maryland 21090
PH: 301-684-3334
FAX: 301-684-3345
REPRESENTS: Solid Waste Industry
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
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Mr. James F. Katcef -
Vice President
Katcef Bros. Inc.
2404 A & Eagle Blvd.
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
PH: 301-224-2391
FAX: 301-224-2399
REPRESENTS: Food & Beverage Industry

Hon. Regina J. McNeill
Councilwoman
Town of Berwyn Heights
6303 Pontiac Street
Berwyn Heights, Maryland 20740
PH: 301-953-9660
FAX: 301-206-5239
REPRESENTS: Maryland Municipal League

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo Jr.
18028 Bacon Road
White Hall, Maryland 21161
PH: 301-327-6500
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Food & Beverage Industry
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Dr. Dan K. Morhaim
Chairman, Dept. of Emergency
Medicine
Franklin Square Hospital
422 Garrison Forest Road
owings Mills, Maryland 21117
PH: 301-682-7046 2
FAX:
REPRESENTS: General Public

Mr. Ronald Nelson
Director

Hazardous & Solid Waste
State of Maryland

2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224
PH: 301-631-3304

FAX: 301-631-3321

‘ REPRESENTS: MD Department of the Environment

‘

Dr. Michael J. Pelczar
Professor Emeritus, Univ. MD
Avalon Farm
P.O. Box 133
Chester, Maryland 21619
PH: 301-643-5142
FAX: 301-643-7802
REPRESENTS: Environmental Community

Mr. George Perdikakis
Director
Maryland Environmental Service
2020 Industrial Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21214
PH: 301-974-7281
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland Environmental Service
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Delegate
Maryland House of Delegates
208 House Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland. 21401
PH: 202-858-3098
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland House of Delegates

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond Sr.
8224 Baltimore Annapolis Blvd.
Pasadena, Maryland 21122
PH: 301-437-1111
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Recycling Industry

Hon. John W. Schafer
Councilman

Harford County Council
910 Rock Spring Road
Bel Air, Maryland 21014
PH: 301-838-4246

FAX:

REPRESENTS: Maryland Association of Counties
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Mr. Barry F. Scher
Vice President, Public Affairs
Giant Food Inc.
Dept. 599
Box 1804
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REPRESENTS: Maryland Food Dealers Association
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Senator
Maryland State Senate
Room 401
Senate Office Building
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FAX:
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MEMO TO: Members of Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
FROM: Task Force on Recycling and Waste Reduction in the Office
SUBJECT: Task Force Recommendations
DATE: April 2, 1990

Based on the discussion at the last Council meeting, the Task Force on
Recycling and Waste Reduction in the Office (consisting of Michael Gagliardo
and Senator Gerald Winegrad, assisted by Northeast Authority staff member,
Richard Keller) finalized the following three documents:

Guide to Buying Recycled Products;

Guide to Office Recycling; and
Guide to Waste Audits and Waste Reduction.

The Task Force proposes that the guides be sent to the Governor with the
recommendation from the Council that the Governor direct agencies involved in
recycling, the Department of the Environment, Maryland Environmental Service,
and the Northeast Authority, distribute the guides to County and Municipal

Recycling Coordinators and businesses across the state. The guides would
serve as a technical assistance piece to assist local governments and
businesses in establishing recycling programs in offices. Each agency can
work with the recycling coordinators to ntailor" the guide to local situations
by including specific contact persons, logos, etc.

Establishing recycling and waste reduction programs in offices is
important to any comprehensive recycling program. Buying recycled products
for office use is an important component of stimulating markets for
recyclables. Most local governments are or will soon be recycling in their
offices and will be looking for ways to encourage businesses to do the same.
These guides can be a very effective educational tool for local governments
and businesses across the state. The guides do not specify the "nuts and
bolts" of establishing recycling and waste reduction programs. Instead, they
serve to stimulate consideration of the important aspects of any program which
can determine the success Or failure of such an effort.

1077MEMO . MG

25 S. Charles Street

Suite 2105

Baltimore, MD 21201-3330
{301) 333-2730

Fax (301) 333-2721
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GUIDE TO
BUYING RECYCLED PRODUCTS

OVERVIEW

The homeless garbage barge demonstrated the severity of our solid waste
problem. Each year, however, Marylanders must deal with the equivalent of
over 1,800 barge loads (about 6 million tons). Further, the number of
Maryland landfills declined from 125 in 1978 to 41 in 1988; 22 of these will
close within 2 years.

The Maryland Recycling Law, enacted in 1988, established goals of 20%
recycling in the seven largest counties and 15% in the smaller counties by
1994. While the goals of the. law are laudable, they will not succeed unless
markets for recyclable materials are sufficient to handle the increased
volumes.

Recycling involves three distinct steps: collection, manufacturing and
use. (These steps are represented by the three arrows in the traditional
recycling symbol.) The three elements must be in balance if we are to fully
realize recycling’'s potential for waste management, energy conservation, and
resource conservation. Merely collecting recyclables is not recycling.
Recycling does not occur until a product made from recycled materials is
actually used by a final consumer.

According to the National Institute of Governmental Purchasing,
government purchases represent 20 - 21 % of GNP (7% - 8% federal, 12% - 13%

state and local). Governments also have an important role in influencing
private purchases, both through leadership by example and through their
standards and specifications. Thus, government can influence private groups,
from non-profits to Fortune 500 companies, to use recycled products.

In the National Policy on Recycling, the National Recycling Coalition
supports Maximum Enforcement of Procurement Laws:

"The National Recycling Coalition recommends the maximum
enforcement of existing laws which require the procurement by
governmental agencies of materials and supplies made from recycled
materials. The National Recycling Coalition recommends the
immediate establishment and enforcement of recycled product
procurement requirements at all levels of government. "

Under the recommendation for a National Policy on Recycling Education,
the Coalition recommends a "Buy Recycled Program™:

"The National Recycling Coalition strongly encourages consumers to
purchase durable, reusable, and recyclable goods. The program would
emphasize the environmental advantages of recyclable consumer goods".

The Coalition has recently adopted a more detailed policy on government
procurement. This is included as Attachment 1.




EXISTING PROGRAMS

e
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At the federal level, Section 6002 of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, as amended, requires purchasing programs for recycled products
by federal agencies, and by state and local agencies and contractors using
appropriated federal funds. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
has published five guidelines (paper and paper products, re-refined oil,
retread tires, building insulation products and cement and concrete made with
fly ash). The guidelines include guidance on specifications, minimum content
standards and recommendations on establishing a procurement program. EPA is
also examining the feasibility of guidelines for building and construction
materials, rubber products, asphalt rubber and yard waste compost.

At the state and local level, the National Recycling Coalition has
identified 36 states, the District of Columbia and 14 local governments that
favor recycled products. The 36 states and the District of Columbia represent
approximately 214 million Americans, or about 88% of the U.S. population.

In Maryland the current law requires 40% of the State's paper purchases
to be recycled paper (defined as paper containing 80% post-consumer waste).
The law also requires state agencies to develop a plan to increase their
purchases of recycled products. Legislation pending in the General Assembly
would require regulations to establish a 5% price preference for recycled
products. The Senate version would also allow the state to use the EPA
percentages if paper with 80% post-consumer content is unavailable. (NOTE:
TO BE UPDATED AFTER THE SESSION ENDS.)

KEY ELEMENTS IN BUYING RECY—CLED PRODUCTS : ‘)}

Governments, businesses and non-profits should establish programs to buy
recycled products.

In order to establish a good program for buying recycled products,
organizations should include the following elements:

1. Commitment to buy - organizations must establish a policy to buy
recycled products. This commitment is necessary to provide leadership to
users and to convince manufacturers that a consistent, long-term demand exists
so that they can invest in recycling equipment.

2. Review purchasing specifications - all specifications must be
reviewed to eliminate prohibitions or limitations on against recycled
products, such as virgin only requirements or prohibitions on using recycled
materials. In addition, more subtle obstacles to purchasing recycled
products, such as brightness levels for paper, must be identified and revised.

3. Common definitions and percentages - organizations should use
existing minimum content stsndards and definitions, such as those established
by the U.S. EPA or the Northeast Recycling Council. Manufacturers cannot
supply different products to the 50 states, 83,166 local governments, and
thousands of private organizations. By making one product, manufacturers can




produce shelf items instead of specialty items, lowering the cost of
production.

4. Variety of products - even though paper makes up the largest
percentage of the waste stream, buying recycled paper alone will not solve the
solid waste problem. Organizations should consider buying a variety of
recycled products, including but not limited to, paper, oil, plastics, auto
parts, compost, aggregate, insulation, solvents and rubber products.
Organizations should also consider recycling services such as tire retreading
or oil recycling.

5. Testing products - organizations should test recycled products to
determine how they work on certain equipment and for particular end uses.
Tests should be done "blind" so that recycled and virgin products can be
compared without bias.

6. Phased-in approach - organizations should phase-in use of recycled
products so that users can adjust to the program and manufacturers can make
long-term capital investments to retool equipment to accept recycled
materials.

7. Price incentives - recycled products may be more expensive than
virgin products due to tax policies, price fluctuations, or economies of scale
in production or end use. Organizations should use price preferences (of 5% -
10%), life-cycle costing, or use of set-asides where recycled products are
purchased separately. Any extra funds spent should be viewed as an investment
in market development, the same as collection equipment, materials recycling
facilities, trucks and other costs of collecting recyclables.

8. Cooperation between solid waste and purchasing officials - both
solid waste and purchasing officials have expertise and experience which
should be used to develop an effective program for buying recycled products.

9. Cooperation among manufacturers, vendors and users - organizations
must actively solicit bids from manufacturers and vendors of recycled
products, and widely publicize the bids. Manufacturers and vendors must
provide a wide range of recycled products and let users know about the
products.

10. Cooperative purchasing - organizations should join together to buy
recycled products. These cooperative purchases expand the volume of products
purchased, reduce unit costs of recycled products, help ensure availability,
and establish common definitions and percentages. States and local
governments can establish regional programs; non-profits and community group
can buy together, and businesses can establish joint programs.

11. Data - organizations should keep good records on buying recycled
products and share this information with others.

12, Waste reduction and recyclability - in addition to buying recycled
products, organizatioms should buy recyclable products and buy fewer and more
durable products.




13. Market development - procurement strategies alone will not be mﬂ
sufficient to create markets. Governments must establish a market development

strategy to create or expand markets for recyclables. In addition to
procurement, the strategy can include identifying existing users of recycled

material, and incentives for new and existin

ONCLUSION

g businesses such as tax credits,
siting and zoning assistance, loans and grants.

Market forces are not sufficient to create adequate demand for
recyclable materials. Buying recycled products is an important way to ensure

that demand exists for recyclable materials.

It is an important strategy to

expand recycling as we head for the 21st century.

..............................................

...............................

Sources of Additional Information and Technical Assistance

Source
Local Recycling Coordinator
Local Solid Waste Department
Local Purchasing Department

Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
25 South Charles Street, Suite 2105
Baltimore, Marvland 21201-3330

(301) 333-2730

Maryland Environmental Service
2020 Industrial Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(301) 974-7254

(800) 492-9188

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of Waste Minimization and Recycling
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

(301) 631-3315

.85, EaPIA"

Recycled Guideline Hotline
c/o EH Pechan and Associates
5537 Hempstead Way
Springfield, Virginia 22151
(703) 941-4452

Assistance

Technical Assistance
Technical Assistance
Technical Assistance
. g )
Technical Assistance, ‘J'

Information on suppliers-
recycled products

Maryland Recycling Directory

Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance

Information on federal
procurement guidelines, Lists
of recycled product suppliers




o

National Recycling Coalition
1101 30th Street, N.W.

Suite 305

Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 625-6406 ‘

Recycled Product Guide

American Recycling Market, Inc.

P.0. Box 577
Ogdensburg, New York 13669
(800) 267-0707
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Peer Match Program (technical
assistance, up to 50% of
travel cost for advisor)

Quarterly publication
($195/yr) listing of recycled
products
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GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT PRACTICES

WHEREAS, the availability of markets for recycled products is
essential to the success of recycling and is a key element of any
comprehensive approach to solid waste management and material and
energy conservation; and

WHERFAS, state and 1local governments represent a significant
percentage of the Grcss National Product and therefore, can have
a significant effect on the demand for secondary materials by
purchasing and using recycled products; and

WHEREAS, state and local agencies can influence private purchase
of recycled products by setting an example through their purchases,
testing products, and establishing standards and specifications
which can be replicated by private agencies; and

WHEREAS, states and 1ocal'governments, representing over 88% of
the U.S. population, have established laws favoring purchases of
recycled products; and

WHEREAS, the federal government, whose purchases represent 7-8 3
of GNP, is implementing Section 6002 of the Resource Conservation
and Racovery Act, which requires agencies using federal funds to
favor recycled groducts; and - g

NHEREAS, recycled products are gernerally ccmpetitive with virgin
products in price and quality and are ecoming ncre availa>le as
pore manufacturers and vendcrs enter the marketplace and the supply
as seccndary naterials increases dramatically; and

WHEREAS, by working together, states and local governments can
increase the use of recycled products,

NCW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the National Recycling
Ccalition reccmmends that public and private agencies and
organizations establish programs to favor purchases of recycled
products, including:
o legislative, executive and administrative comnitment to
buying recycled products;

o using standard specifications, definitions and minimum
content standards (such as those established by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency under RCRA or the
Northeast Regional Council) to allow manufacturers to
make a standard product and reduce unit costs;

o eliminating prohibitions or limitations against recycled
products and including recovered material content in bid
specifications;
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cooperative purchasing programs among states, local
governrents, regional authorities and privatse
organizations to increase the volume of purchases and
decrease unit costs;

providing incentives, as needed, for buying recycled
products (including price preferences and life-cycle
costing);

cooperation between vendors and users to ensure that
vendors can sell recycled products and users are aware
of recycled products on' the market;

xeeping good records on the recycled purchasing progran
to publicize the efforts and share inforration with other
users;

buying a variety of recycled products, including products
for which EPA guidelines have teen established (paper,
o0il, tires, building insulaticn, ccncrete); products
including materials being collected for recycling;
products from the Official Recycled Product Guide; other
products, inciuding but not limited to, plastic, auto .
par%s, ccmpest aggregate, asghalt, sclvents, rutter and
censtracticn materials.



GUIDE TO OFFICE RECYCLING

According to studies prepared for the United States Enviromnmental
Protection Agency, paper makes up nearly 40% of the waste stream (after
recycling). In a typical office, about 75% of the waste is recyclable paper
(such as white and colored office paper, computer print-out, tab cards,
newsprint and corrugated), which can be recycled into new products.

The American Paper Institute has recently recommended a 40% recycling
rate by 1995. An important part of achieving the goal will be collecting
clean, source separated paper. Therefore, it is critical that public and
private agencies establish office recycling programs.

While this guide is specific to wastepaper (as the largest component of
office generated solid waste), the same principles apply to recycling other
office wastes such as metal and glass containers and cardboard.

Office recycling provides the following benefits:

* generates revenue from the sale of recyclable materials;
* reduces the amount of waste landfilled;
conserves energy;
provides raw material for new products;
* often saves on disposal costs
* helps Maryland Counties reach their recycling goals.

Office managers should follow these steps to establish an office
wastepaper recycling program:

1. Discuss the program with potential markets. Look in the phone book under
wastepaper dealers, or contact the resources listed at the end of this report.
It is important that you establish a contract with a reputable wastepaper
dealer.

2. Get the support of upper level management. Once you know that a market
exists for your paper, ensure that the program has the support of the chief
executive and the other key policy makers of your organization. This will
help gain maximum participation for the program.

3. Determine the number of people who will participate, and the types and
amounts of paper that will be generated. A good rule of thumb is that each
employee will generate ajproximately one-third to one half pound of paper per
day. The selection of paper to be recycled will depend on market conditions
and the types of paper being used in your office.

It is critical that the highest possible grade of paper be collected. Avoid
collecting mixed paper for recycling. While mixed paper has the advantage of
removing the largest volume from the wastestream, it has a much lower dollar




value than separated paper, and will not help the long-term goal of providing
wastepaper needed by mills to make high quality printing, writing and tissue ﬂﬁ
and towel products.

You may also wish to start your program with a small demonstration project to
identify and correct potential problems before involving all employees in the
program.

4. Determine how employees will separate their recyclable paper from other
wastes. The most common methods are the desk-top collection container, the
second trash can, and central collection areas. Separation is important to
avoid contamination, which reduces the dollar value of the paper. Each
collection receptacle should include a recycling logo or other clear
identifier, and should list items acceptable. and unacceptable for recycling.

5. Decide how paper will be collected and stored. Most systems use central
boxes where employees place separated paper. The employees place the paper in
the containers when leaving the building for lunch, meetings or at the end of
the day. The boxes are then collected by janitorial or mail personnel, and
placed in a central area for shipment to a paper dealer. The boxes should be
clearly identified as recycling containers to avoid contamination.

6. Develop a cost-benefit analysis for the program. Determine whether you or

the wastepaper dealer will pay for such items as the desk-top units or other
collection devices, the cost of boxes and pallets, and the cost of training.

Determine the approximate value of the paper and estimated savings on disposal

costs, including transportation, (if any) to estimate the net cost or savings PW
from the program. b
7. Negotiate a good contract with a wastepaper dealer. The contract should

include which costs are borne by the dealer and which are your responsibility,

grades to be collected, the method of pricing the paper, how the paper will be
weighed, how often it will be collected, the allowable level of contaminants

and outthrows, and the method of payment.

Prices for wastepaper will fluctuate due to changes in market conditions.
These price fluctuations must be considered in developing the contract and
cost-benefit analysis.

8. Coordinate your collection program with your purchases. Buy only those
products which can be recycled in your program. Avoid items such as yellow
legal pads, glossy papers, window envelopes, sticky labels and other
contaminants.

9. Establish a coordinator for the program. The coordinator will work with
the wastepaper dealer and employees to ensure smooth program implementation.
Depending on the size of the program, it may be useful to have area monitors
to assist the program coordinator in keeping participation rates up and
contamination levels down.

10. Make sure all employees are properly trained. The program will only
succeed if every employee, from the chief executive to the lowest paid
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employee, understand the importance of recycling and are motivated to
participate. A well publicized kickoff meeting, with a 15-20 minute training
session (including program need, goals, collection methods, and acceptable and
unacceptable items) is critical. Training must continue even after the
program begins (with frequent reminders to employees). New employees should
be trained as part of the regular orientation program.

11. Publicize the success of the program. This will encourage increased
participation and enthusiasm, and provide good information to convince other

organizations to establish similar efforts.

Conclusion

Maryland Counties will not meet their recycling goals without office
recycling programs. These programs can help reduce the strain on local

landfills.

Sources of additional information and technical assistance:

Source
Local Recycling Coordinator
Local Solid Waste Department
Local Purchasing Department

Northeast Maryland Waste
Disposal Authority

25 South Charles Street

Suite 2105

Baltimore, Maryland 21201-3330
(301) 333-2730

Maryland Environmental Service
2020 Industrial Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(301) 974-7254

(800) 492-9188

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of Waste Minimization and Recycling
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

(301) 631-3315

Assistance
Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance

Maryland Recycling Directory
(markets)
Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance
Market Survey




U.S. EPA

Solid Waste Information
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
(800) 424-9346

National Recycling Coalition
1101 30th Street, N.W.

Suite 305

Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 625-6406

Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries

1627 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 466-4050

Mill Trade Journal

South 105 Fairview Avenue
Paramus, New Jersey 07652
(201) 368-1225

Fiber Market News

4012 Bridge Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44113
(216) 961-4130
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Technical Assistance.

Peer Match Program
(technical assistance, up to
50% of travel cost for
advisor)

PS-90 ($10)-specifications
for various wastepaper grades,
Information~on paper dealers

Wastepaper Prices

Wastepaper Prices
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GUIDE TO
WASTE AUDITS AND WASTE REDUCTION

Waste generated in the home typically represents only about one-half of
a community's total waste stream. Businesses and public and private
institutions (such as schools and government facilities) produce the other
half of a community’s total waste stream. Therefore, in order for Counties to
meet the State’s recycling goals, businesses must participate in recycling
programs, including waste reduction.

Waste reduction is defined as any action to keep materials out of the
waste stream. In addition to recycling, it includes:

* using supplies and equipment more efficiently;

* replacing disposable materials with reusable and recyclable
materials; and

* buying products and equipment that are durable, easily repaired
and/or recyclable.

Waste reduction is the most environmentally benign form of waste
management. Unlike recycling or virgin production, there is no need to
process or transport materials. Thus, the amount of energy and raw material
used is reduced. The less waste produced, the less waste requiring proper
disposal. This saves money for governments and businesses.

Waste Audit 2

A waste audit will help identify areas where waste can be reduced. The
audit identifies raw materials being used, waste composition, recyclable
materials, and areas where waste can be reduced.

A successful waste audit should include the following elements:

* naming a program coordinator and establishing program coordinators

to conduct the waste audit, get employees involved, track the
progress of the program and troubleshoot;

* developing waste reduction goals;

* conducting a visual survey of materials in the trash;

* touring the facility to identify types and quantities of waste
generated;

* reviewing purchasing practices;

* identifying waste reduction opportunities.



Once the audit is complete, the waste reduction program must be

implemented.

*

*

*

This includes: 6]),);[.[ |

establishing a waste reduction and recycling policy (see Sample as
Attachment 1);

publicizing the program;
training staff;
implementing the recommendations and publicizing the results;

evaluating and revising the program.

A waste audit should be conducted at least once a year to ensure that
the program is complete and up-to-date. The remainder of this report will
focus on techniques to reduce waste generation,

Reducing Paper Waste

According to an EPA report, paper and paperboard represent the largest
percentage of material discarded into the municipal waste stream, about 38% in
1990. Recyclable paper also represents about 75% of office waste. How can
paper waste be reduced? Listed below are some of the techniques:

*

Use dual-sided copying whenever possible. Dual-sided copying can
save up to 50% in paper purchases, reduce the need for new filing
cabinets and file space, reduce mailing costs, and allow smaller mfy
mailing envelopes to be used; '

Establish centralized filing systems to reduce the number of
copies of documents;

Use obsolete material for drafts and memo pads. If no sensitive
material is involved, the paper can be donated as drawing paper to
child-care or similar facilities;

Reuse interoffice envelopes, file folders, and corrugated boxes,

Eliminate needless forms; and

Use central bulletin boards, the telephone, and staff meetings
instead of sending memos.

Many organizations measure success by the length of their mailing list.
Organizations need to exchange information, but there are ways to reduce waste

in mailing:

*

*

Reduce mailing and distribution lists and reevaluate quantities
needed for reports and publications;

Share documents with other staff or other agencies;

2




* Remove your name from mailing lists for materials you no longer
need or share with others; and

* Use electronic or computer mail.

Government and businesses can buy paper products that can be recycled in
office wastepaper recycling systems. Switching to white ledger and white
legal pads will increase the value of waste paper. You can replace plastic-
window envelopes, which are rarely recyclable, with open-window envelopes.
Mailing labels and other sticky products should be water soluble to permit
recycling. Reports should be printed on nonglossy paper to allow any excess
material to be recycled. These techniques can improve the dollar value of the
wastepaper by eliminating contaminants and improving the grade of the paper.
It may convince paper mills to increase production of recycled paper by
offering clean, quality wastepaper. )

The purchasing division should work closely with the records-management
division on wastepaper recycling. The records-management division disposes of
material after it remains in storage for a required number of years. They
work with local recyclers and know which paper can be recycled profitably and
which contaminants (glues, carbon paper, etc.) reduce the value of paper.
Purchasing officials should use the information to design forms that are more
recyclable.

Inventory Control

Public and private agencies should establish sophisticated, computerized
inventory control on the products they buy. An agency may want to buy a
product that it or another agency already has in inventory; the inventory
control can prevent this wasteful duplication. Agencies also can share
materials and buy products in bulk quantities which reduce unit costs and
generally require less packaging.

Purchasing officials should cooperate in the inventory system with the
salvage bureau. Salvage officials know what products can be reused or
recycled. They can inform agencies of available products and suggest products
for purchasing that are easier to recycle. The salvage bureau can sell or
donate usable equipment to other agencies, governments, citizens (through
auctions), rebuilders and recyclers, and nonprofits.

Influencing Manufacturers

Agencies can use their purchasing power and specifications to convince
manufacturers to reduce waste volume and toxicity. A specification for
packaging (for boxes or egg cartons) could specify the use of recyclable
paperboard or prohibit the use of plastic packaging. This can convince
manufacturers to change packaging or develop new recycling systems. The
government can require printers to avoid inks which contain toxic metals such
as lead or cadmium. They can require that manufacturers of batteries or
similar products accept used ones for rebuilding or recycling before the
government will buy new products.




Remanufacturing ¢

Over five hundred U.S. firms are involved in remanufacturing, an
industrial activity that collects discarded or nonfunctioning durable
products, disassembles and refurbishes reusable parts, replaces other parts,
and reassembles the parts into usable products. Examples of products that can
be remanufactured include vehicles, vehicle parts, transformers, vending
machines, retread tires, respliced computer paper, compressors, telephones,
and many others. Organizations can buy remanufactured products and keep bulky
items out of landfills.

Other Waste Reduction Technigues

Governments and businesses have other methods of reducing waste,
including:

* Using life-cycle costing formulas which include product life and
disposal costs to encourager recyclable, reusable, and durable
products;

* Replacing paper napkins and tablecloths with washable linens;

* Substituting washable tableware for plastic knives and forks,
paper plates, and styrofoam cups in institutional kitchens and
caf=terias;

* Buying cloth instead of disposable diapers;

* Buying reusable pallets;

* Buying cloth towels or hand warmers instead of paper towels;

* Buying reusable wiping cloths; and

* Using backhauling, where the vehicle making a shipment of finished

products takes recyclable materials back to the manufacturer
instead of returning empty.

Conclusion

Maryland Counties will not achieve the required recycling goals without
participation by government and industry. By establishing waste reduction
practices, fewer waste materials will be generated and more materials can be
recycled. This can help reduce the strain on local waste disposal facilities.
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‘ POLICY ON WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING

The Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority was created to assist
its Participating Subdivisions and the private sector in providing efficient
collection and disposal of waste on a regional basis, in compliance with State
and federal laws, regulations and policies. Facilities and programs of the
Authority should, to the extent practicable, provide for the generation of
energy and recovery of useable resources from waste. The Authority is
assisting its Participating Subdivisions in developing comprehensive w;ste
management programs which include waste reduction, recycling/reuse, energy

recovery and landfilling.

In order to promote this comprehensive approach to waste management, the
‘ Authority will seek to maximize waste reduction, materials reuse and recycling
in its operation. To implement this policy the Authority will, to the extent

practicable:

I+ purchase durable products, such as mugs and refillable pens, rather than

disposable products for the office;
B use two-sided copies for all mailings;

3% use recycled paper meeting, at a minimum, EPA guidelines, for all

stationary, newsletters, copy paper, pads, business cards, and computer

paper, where possible. A message to that effect will be stated on the

‘ paper;




10.

WL

122

use no inks.containing toxic components for any Authority publication;

purchase and use recyclable paper for the office and no yellow pads,
pink message pads, or other paper will be used unless they can be

recycled;
use the back side of paper for scratch pads and first drafts;
minimize the use of glued labels for mailings;

use single copies with routing slips within the office rather than

multiple copies of memos;

racycle paper, metal and glass;
)
‘)i
use durable rather than disposable tableware for meals and snacks, and
will provide collection points for recyclable goods generated in

quantity at such functions;

include a statement in all appropriate publications for goods and
services that the Authority prefers doing business with companies that
adhere to these principles, and that any proposals submitted to the
Authority should be printed two-sided on recycled and recyclable paper

with removable, or reusable bindings or staples;

require that any consultant producing reports for the Authority will use

recycled paper; ‘))




H3la urge all staff and consultants to implement the above practices and

follow the principles of waste reduction and materials reuse and

recycling.

At least once during each Fiscal Year the Executive Director will report
to the Authority Members the status of actions related to the above policy and

practices.
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4. use no inks.containing toxic components for.any Authority publication;
)]
Sk purchase and use recyclable paper for the office and no yellow pads,

pink message pads, or other paper will be used unless they can be

recycled;
6. use the back side of paper for scratch pads and first drafts;
7. minimize the use of glued labels for mailings;
_ 8. use single copies with routing slips within the office rather than

multiple copies of memos;
9. recycle paper, metal and glass;

10 5 use durable rather than disposable tableware for meals and snacks, and
will provide collection points for recyclable goods generated in

quantity at such functions;

0L include a statement in all appropriate publications for goods and
services that the Authority preféers doing business with companies that
adhere to these principles, and that any proposals submitted to the
Authority should be printed two-sided on recycled and recyclable paper

with removable, or reusable bindings or staples;

1023 require that any consultant producing reports for the Authority will use

recycled paper; )T

J




1033 urge all staff and consultants to implement the above practices and
follow the principles of waste reduction and materials reuse and

recycling.

At least once during each Fiscal Year the Executive Director will report
to the Authority Members the status of actions related to the above policy and

practices.
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Dr. Alter pointed out that good networks exist for ferrous,
aluminum, glass, paper (computer and ledger), corrugated, and old
newspaper. Markets and networks for plastics are developing.
Tires remain a problem. Education is needed to get offices and
and businesses into programs to recover computer and ledger
paper, for which excellent markets exist.

Metal and bi-metal cans have fairly stable markets. The
market for white goods has improved since the PCB capacitor
problem was resolved.

The importance of marketing vs. markets needs to be
emphasized. Markets must come first, before the recovery effort
starts. :

The question was posed: should the Council recommend
Statewide coordinated brokering of separated materials using a
private broker? It was concluded that counties would resist
participation in any kind of mandatory program, but would
appreciate assistance when and where their individual efforts
fail. A cooperative approach in regions like Western Maryland or
the mid-shore have been proposed. .)

Dr. Alter advised that the Council should not attempt to
perform a detailed assessment of the GBB Recyclable Materials
Market Study. Instead, the Council must examine markets and
address marketing.

Dr. Dan Morhaim stated that the Council should concentrate
efforts on current available markets. The experience at his
hospital with competitive bidding for -the hospital’s waste netted
$100,000 in revenue.

Senator Gerald Winegrad indicated that an office was needed
to act as a point of contact or clearinghouse for dissemination
of information on recycling. An active on-line continually
updated system is needed.

Mr. Harry Benson advised the Council that the Office of
Waste Minimization and Recycling (OWMR) serves that function.
Training for recycling coordinators is planned.  Large counties
have abundant staff. Prince George’s County has 22 people on
recycling programs, Montgomery County has six or seven. OWMR is
widely disseminating the name and telephone number of the county
recycling coordinators.
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Page 3

Dr. Alter asked for formation of three task groups to

formulate recommendations: What should OWMR do or be doing?

Mr. Ronald Nelson and Mr. Michael Taylor were assigned to
formulate a response from the State perspective.

Mr. Lenny Minutillo, Mr. Jim Katchef, and Mr. Larry Hayward
would do the same from a private sector perspective.

Delegates John Schafer and Regina McNeill would prepare a
report from the County/Municipal perspective.

Mr. Richard Keller, representing Mr. Michael Gagliardo and
NEMWDA presented an updated report on guidelines. Three -
guidelines have been prepared:

1. A Guide to Buying Recycled Products;
2. A Guide to Office Recycling; and
3. A Guide to Waste Audits and Waste Reduction.

The guides will be distributed to members who are to report
to Mr. Gagliardo or Mr. Keller. Comments are requested in two
weeks so a recommendation to the Governor can be developed at the

next Council meeting.

Dr. Alter emphasized the importance of sustaining interest
and momentum in the recycling program. The end goal is behavior
modification. Continued interest and participation by local
leaders is critical.

Dr. Alter indicated future meeting topics would include:

A presentation on packaging and waste reduction;
A roundtable discussion on recycling; and
A slide presentation on a materials recovery facility

(MRF) .

He also handed out material from Keep America Beautiful
(KAB) on the subject of degradable plastics.

There was nothing new to report on the Southeast Paper
Company’s decision relative to constructing a de-inking facility.

Efforts to develop an education curriculum on recycling
were discussed. KAB has 11 such curriculum documents developed
in various States. Ms. Elizabeth Seilor is the KAB contact
person. The Maryland Department of the Environment has two such
programs, one developed in Virginia, the other in Washington
State.




Page 4 S

The April 4th KAB solid waste seminar was a success. The
program was available via 147 satellite downlinks which reached
an audience of over 14,000. Mr. Barry Scher of Giant Foods, Inc.
has offered to duplicate the tape for distribution to members.
The tape runs 1:51:30.

Mr. Minutillo reported a new telephone number,
(301) 343-1183 (FAX 301-298-0299).

Future meetings will be held at the Maryland Municipal
League. Future dates are June 4, July 8, August 6, September 10,
October 1, November 5, and December 3.

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at
11:45 a.m.
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State of Maryland

GOVERNOR’S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING =

Meeting Agenda
June 4, 1990

Meeting at the Maryland Municipal League
1212 West Street, Annapolis

Convene, Sclf Introductions and Adoption of Minutes
Presentation on Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs)

Mt Matthew Coz, N.E. CRINC, Billerica, MA

(N.E. CRINC has been selceted for the MRF in Muntgomety Co.)

10:00 a.m. Discussion of Report to the Governor on the Markets Study

Discussion of Report o the Governor on the Reeyeling Papeis and
of final text.

10:15 a.m. Discussion of Establishing « Maikets and Marketing Datubase
State Interests - Ron Nclson
City and County Interests - Regina McNcil
Private Sector Interests - Tom Redmond

10:45 a.m. Beginnings of Discussion: Replacement of Packaging and Waste
Reduction in the Statc.

11:45 a.m. Old Business
Staff rcport on pending Executive Orders

12:00 noon Adjournment.
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Dr. Harvey Alter
Manager, Resources Policy Dept.
U.S. Chamber of Commerce
1615 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20062
PH: 202-463-5531
FAX: 202-887-3445
REPRESENTS: General Public

Mr. Michael A. Gagliardo
Executive Director
N.W. MD Waste Disposal Author.
25 S. Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
PH: 301-333-2730
FAX: 301-333-2721
REPRESENTS: N.E. MD Waste Disposal Authority

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward
Manager,Public & Government Affairs
AMOCO Corporation
One North Charles Street
Suite 1420
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
PH: 301-625-7829
FAX: 301-625-7855
REPRESENTS: Packaging Industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger
55 Raisen Tree Circle
Pikesville, Maryland 21208
PH: 301-247-5656
FAX:

REPRESENTS :
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8tate of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling

Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Mr. George T. Hudnet
Regional Manager
Wheelabrator Environmental
Systems Inc.
1099 Winterson Road, # 105
Linthicum, Maryland 21090
PH: 301-684-3334
FAX: 301-684-3345
REPRESENTS: Solid Waste Industry

Mr. James F. Katcef
Vice President
Katcef Bros. Inc.
2404 A & Eagle Blvd.
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
PH: 301-224-2391
FAX: 301-224-2399
REPRESENTS: Food & Beverage Industry

Hon. Regina J. McNeill
Councilwoman
Town of Berwyn Heights
6303 Pontiac Street
Berwyn Heights, Maryland 20740
PH: 301-953-9660
FAX: 301-206-5239
REPRESENTS: Maryland Municipal League
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
‘l\"‘ Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo Jr.
18028 Bacon Road
White Hall, Maryland 21161
PH: 301-343-1183
FAX: 301-298-0299
REPRESENTS: Food & Beverage Industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim
Chairman, Dept. of Emergency
Medicine
Franklin Square Hospital
422 Garrison Forest Road
Owings Mills, Maryland 21117
PH: 301-682-7046
FAX:
REPRESENTS: General Public

Mr. Ronald Nelson
Director
Hazardous & Solid Waste
State of Maryland
2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224
PH: 301-631-3304
FAX: 301-631-3321
REPRESENTS: MD Department of the Environment

Dr. Michael J. Pelczar
Professor Emeritus, Univ. MD
Avalon Farm
P.O. Box 133
Chester, Maryland 21619
PH: 301-643-5142
FAX: 301-643-7802
REPRESENTS: Environmental Community
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Mr. George Perdikakis
Director
Maryland Environmental Service
2020 Industrial Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21214
PH: 301-974-7281
FAX: 301-974-7267
REPRESENTS: Maryland Environmental Service

Hon. Joan B. Pitkin
Delegate
Maryland House of Delegates
208 House Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
PH: 202-858-3098
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland House of Delegates

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond Sr.
8224 Baltimore Annapolis Blvd.
Pasadena, Maryland 21122
PH: 301-437-1111
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Recycling Industry

Hon. John W. Schafer
Councilman
Harford County Council
910 Rock Spring Road
Bel Air, Maryland 21014
PH: 301-838-4246
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland Association of Counties
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gtate of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
\ Membership Roster
)lt' Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Mr. Barry F. Scher
Vice President, Public Affairs
Giant Food Inc.
Dept. 599
Box 1804
Washington, D.C. 20013
PH: 301-341-4710
FAX: 301-341-5825%
REPRESENTS: Maryland Food Dealers Association

Hon. Gerald W. Winegrad
Senator
Maryland State Senate
: Room 401
' Senate Office Building
’ Annapolis, Maryland 21401
PH: 301-841-3578
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland State Senate




State of Maryland

Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

June 22, 1990

Hon. William Donald Schaefer
Governor, State of Maryland
State House

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Governor Schaefer:

Your Executive Order establishing the Advisory Council on Recycling asked the Council to
address specific questions concerning recycling and solid waste management. I am pleased to report
that the Council has completed several sub-tasks on some of these questions. This letter is our
progress report and recommendations on the sub-tasks completed to date.

The first task defined in your Executive Order is to recommend means to coordinate State
efforts to facilitate implementation of recycling goals at the State and county levels. Please recall
from our Work Plan that the Council considers this a continuing function. Our first report on this
function is to recommend to you the enclosed texts of three papers: Guide to Waste Audits for Waste
Reduction and Recycling, Guide to Buying Recycled Products, and Guide to Office Recycling. These
were prepared by the Council with the assistance of the Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Au-
thority.

It is our recommendation that your office bring these to the attention of the General
Assembly, counties, municipalities, all State offices and the private sector. You may wish to have
your office, or an appropriate State agency, publish and distribute these Guides, or otherwise
emphasize to State agencies that they adopt the teachings of the Guides. The leadership of the
General Assembly may wish to adopt the Guides in the administration of their office functions. The
private sector will benefit from the Guides. Indeed, the Maryland Chamber of Commerce has
offered to distribute and publicize the Guides as means of increasing recycling in the State.

Another of the tasks assigned by your Executive Order is for the Council to identify and
evaluate markets for recycled materials. As a first step, the Council has reviewed the report to the
Department of the Environment, Maryland Recyclable Materials Markets Study, submitted in Janu-
ary to Secretary Walsh. We find the report a useful first start. It illustrates that markets are dynamic
and that a single study cannot fully define markets. Work must continue and the report updated
from time to time. Now that an overall view of potential markets has been established, and it has
been illustrated that the markets for many potentially recoverable materials are supply -- not




demand -- limited, that the State focus periodic attention on marketing and mechanisms to assure

recoverable materials meet specifications. To these ends, the Council plans periodically to return to .
the issue of markets. We understand that the Department of the Environment and the Maryland /'
Environmental Service will be reporting jointly to you soon on the markets consultant’s report.
Representatives of both organizations participated in the Council’s discussion of this report.

As an additional step toward establishing and maintaining markets, the Council has been
discussing the scope of a possible database and management information system for the State to
assist the public and private sectors to market recovered materials. We shall report to you on our
recommendations on this topic in the near future.

The Council has addressed the ideas of State offices using double-sided copying and lighter
basis weight papers as means of waste reduction. We have been informed that you are considering
an Executive Order to this effect. We commend to you issuance of such an Executive Order at the
earliest possible time so that State offices can make the necessary transitions. Both double-sided
copying and using the lightest basis weight papers possible should reduce costs, as well as waste, for
Maryland.

The Council is proceeding with its Work Plan and is holding close to the ambitious schedule
it established. Recent discussions began to address the pros and cons of packaging restrictions as a
waste reduction measure. The counties’ recycling plans are due July 1, which will trigger the Council
addressing several of the assignments for the Council. We have established a monthly meeting
schedule and are holding to it.

We have taken the liberty of initiating this sort of interim report of activities and recom-
mendations to you and trust it meets your needs. The Council would appreciate learning if this
method of communication meets your interim needs and objectives.

Sincerely,

Harvey Alter, Chairman
10 Watchwater Way
Rockville, Maryland 20850

cc: Hon. Martin Walsh
Mr. Mark Wasserman
Mr. David Carroll
Members of the Council
w/Encl.




State of Maryland
GOVERNOR’S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING
Meeting Agenda
July 9, 1990

Meeting at the Maryland Municipal League
1212 West Street, Annapolis

NOTE: Meeting is on Second Monday of the Month!

9:00 a.m. Discussion of Approaches to Recycling

10:00 a.m. Further Discussion of Establishing a Markets and
Marketing Database
State Interests - Ronald Nelson
City and County Interests - Regina McNeil
. Private Sector Interests - Tom Redmond

10:30 a.m. Continuing Discussion: Replacement of Packaging
and Waste Reduction in the State. Bans, Taxes,
and Deposits.

11:50 a.m. 0ld Business

12:00 Noon Adjournment.
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GUIDE TO OFFICE RECYCLING

According to studies prepared for the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, paper makes up nearly 40% of the municipal solid waste stream (after
recycling). In a typical office, about 75% of the waste is recyclable paper (such as white
and colored office paper, computer print-out, newsprint and corrugated), which can be
recycled into new products. Office papers constitute about 10% of the total paper in the
waste stream and have value as a recycled product.

The American Paper Institute has recommended a 40% recycling rate by 1995.
An important part of achieving this goal will be collecting clean, source separated paper.
Therefore, it is critical that public and private agencies establish office recycling ‘
programs.

While this Guide is specific to wastepaper (as the largest component of office
generated solid waste), the same principles apply to recycling other office wastes such as
metal and glass containers and cardboard. _ ﬂm}

Office recycling provides several benefits.

o generates revenue from the sale of recyclable materials
® reduces the amount of waste for disposal

o conserves energy

o provides raw materials for new products

o can reduce disposal costs.

o helps Maryland Counties reach their recycling goals

¢
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Wastepaper Programs

Office managers should follow these steps to establish an office wastepaper
recycling program:

1. Discuss the program with potential materials buyers. Look in the phone book
under wastepaper dealers or contact the resources listed at the end of this Guide. It is
important to establish a contract with reputable secondary materials users, dealers or
brokers.

2. Obtain the support of upper level management. Once you know that a market
exists for the paper, ensure that the program has the support of the chief executive and
other key policy makers of your organization. This will help gain maximum participation
by all concerned.

3. Determine the number of people who will participate and the types and amounts
of paper that will be generated. A good rule of thumb is that each employee in an office
generates approximately one-third to one-half pound of paper per day. The selection of
paper to be recycled will depend on local market conditions and the specifications in
your sales contract, both of which are determined (in part) by the types of paper being
used in your office.

It is critical that the highest possible grades of paper are collected. It may not be
advantageous to collect mixed paper for recycling. While doing so has the advantage of
removing the largest volume from the waste stream, mixed paper has a much lower value
than separated paper, and will not help the long-term goal of providing wastepaper
needed by mills to make high quality printing, writing, tissue and towel products.

Start programs after a demonstration period so as to identify and correct potential
problems before involving all employees in the program. A new large, ambitious program
that doesn’t work will diminish enthusiasm and participation.

4. Determine how employees will separate their recyclable paper from other wastes.
The most common methods are the desk-top collection container, a second trash can,
and central collection areas. Separation is important to avoid contamination, which
reduces the value of the paper. Each collection receptacle should include a recycling
logo or other clear identifier, and should list acceptable and unacceptable items for
recycling.
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5. Decide how paper will be collected and stored. Most systems use central boxes
where employees place separated paper. The employees place the paper in the
containers when leaving the building for lunch, meetings or at the end of the day. The
boxes are then collected by janitorial or other personnel and placed in a central area for
shipment to a paper dealer. The boxes should be clearly identified as recycling
containers to avoid contamination.

6. Establish the cost of the program. Determine whether you or the wastepaper
dealer will pay for such items as the desk-top units or other collection devices, the cost
of boxes and pallets, and the cost of training. Determine the approximate value of the
paper and estimated savings on disposal costs, including transportation (if any) to
estimate the net cost or savings from the program.

_ 7. Negotiate a firm contract with a wastepaper dealer. The contract should include
which costs are borne by the dealer and which are your responsibility, grades to be
collected, the method of pricing the paper, how the paper will be weighed, how often it
will be collected, the allowable level of contaminants and outthrows, and the method of
payment. Prices for wastepaper fluctuate due to changes in market conditions. These
price fluctuations must be considered in developing the contract and net costs. Contracts
can protect both buyers and sellers against severe fluctuations by establishing a floor
price when the market is down, and a discount when the market is up. )

[

8. Coordinate your collection program with your purchases. Buy only those products
that can be recycled. Avoid items that are excluded by your buyer’s specifications. These
may include yellow legal pads, glossy papers, window envelopes, sticky labels and similar
contaminants.

9. Establish a coordinator for the program. The coordinator will work with the
wastepaper buyer(s) and employees to ensure smooth program implementation.
Depending on the size of the program, it may be useful to have area monitors to assist
the program coordinator in keeping participation rates up and contamination levels
down. ~

10. Make sure that all employees are trained. The program will succeed only if
every employee, from the chief executive to the lowest paid employee, understands the
importance of recycling and is motivated to participate. A well publicized kickoff
meeting, with a 15-20 minute training session (including program need, goals, collection
methods, and acceptable and unacceptable items) is critical. Training must continue
even after the program begins (with frequent reminders to employees). New employees
should be trained as part of regular orientation programs.
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11. Publicize the success of the program. This will encourage increased
participation and enthusiasm and provide reliable information to convince other
organizations to establish similar efforts.
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SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Source Assistance
Local Recycling Coordinator Technical Assistance
Local Solid Waste Department Technical Assistance
Local Purchasing Department Technical Assistance
Northeast Maryland Waste Technical Assistance
Disposal Authority

25 South Charles Street

Suite 2105

Baltimore, Maryland 21201-3330
(301) 333-2730

¥
Maryland Environmental Service Maryland Recycling Directory "
2020 Industrial Drive (markets information)
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 Technical Assistance

(301) 974-7254
(800) 492-9188

Maryland Department of the Environment Technical ‘Assistance
Office of Waste Minimization and Recycling Market Survey

2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

(301) 631-3315
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U.S. EPA

Solid Waste Information
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
(800) 424-9346

National Recycling Coalition
1101 30th Street, N.W.

Suite 305

Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 625-6406

Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries
1627 K Street, N.W.

grades,

Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 466-4050

Mill Trade Journal

South 105 Fairview Avenue
Paramus, New Jersey 07652
(201) 368-1225

Fiber Market News
4012 Bridge Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44113
(216) 961-4130

Technical Assistance

Peer Match Program
(technical assistance, up to
50% of travel cost for
advisor)

PS-90 ($10)-specifications
for various wastepaper

Information on paper dealers

Wastepaper Prices

Wastepaper Prices
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GUIDE TO BUYING RECYCLED PRODUCTS

The Maryland Recycling Law establishes goals of 20% recycling in the seven
largest counties and 15% in the smaller counties by 1994. While the goals of the law are
laudable, they will not succeed unless markets for recovered materials can absorb the
new supply.

The term "recycled product” is used here to mean a product made in all -- or part
-- from secondary material that has been recovered from manufacturing or post-
consumer waste. Alternatively, "recycled product” may mean a product that has been
rebuilt, such as a rebuilt engine.

Recycling involves three elements: collection, manufacturing and use. (These are
represented by the three arrows in the traditional recycling symbol.) The three elements
must be in balance to fully realize the potential of a recycling program as a means of
waste management, energy conservation, and resource conservation. Merely collecting
"recyclables” is not recycling. Recycling does not occur until the recovered materials are ‘
returned to the economic mainstream.

[ ]

According to the National Institute of Governmental Purchasing, government
purchases represent from 20 to 21% of GNP (7-8% federal, 12-13% state and local). In
addition, governments have an important role in influencing private purchases, both by
example and by their standards and specifications.

Present Programs

At the federal level, Section 6002 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), requires purchasing programs for recycled products by federal agencies and by
state and local agencies and contractors using appropriated federal funds. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has published five guidelines for recycled paper
and paper products, rerefined oil, retreaded tires, building insulation products, and
cement and concrete made with fly ash. The guidelines describe specifications, minimum
content standards, and recommendations on establishing a procurement program. EPA
is also examining the feasibility of new guidelines for building and construction materials,
rubber products, asphalt rubber and yard waste compost.

There are some 38 states and 16 local governments that have ordinances or

0

-1-
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regulations favoring the purchase of products containing recycled materials. In
Maryland, current law requires 40% of the state’s paper purchases to be recycled paper
(defined as paper containing 80% post-consumer waste). The law also requires State
agencies to develop a plan to increase their purchases of recycled products. A new law
passed by the General Assembly in 1990 requires a five percent price preference for such
products.

Elements of a Recycled Product Purchasing Plan

Governments, businesses and non-profit organizations should establish programs
to purchase products containing recycled materials. The National Recycling Coalition, a
national public-private non-profit organization committed to increasing recycling,
recommends several key elements of a recycled product purchasing plan. These are
summarized below.

1. Commitment to Buy. Organizations must establish a policy to buy
recycled products. This commitment will provide leadership to users, and convince
suppliers that a consistent, long term demand exists.

2. Review Purchasing Specifications. Specifications should be reviewed to
eliminate prohibitions or limitations of recycled materials. Subtle obstacles, such as
brightness levels for paper, must be identified and reviewed.

3. Common Definitions and Percentages. Organizations should use existing
minimum content standards and definitions. Manufacturers cannot supply different
products to the 50 states, more than 83,000 local governments, or millions of private
organizations. Standardized specifications enable manufacturers to offer commodity
items at a lower cost than specialty items.

4. Variety of Products. Even though paper makes up the largest fraction of
the waste stream, buying recycled paper alone will not solve the solid waste problem.
Organizations should consider buying a variety of recycled products, including paper, oil,
plastics, auto parts, compost, aggregate, rubber, and so forth. Organizations should also
consider recycling services such as tire retreading and oil recycling.

5. Testing Products. Organizations should test recycled products to
determine how they work on certain equipment and for particular end uses.

6. Phased-In Approach. 1t is wise to phase-in use of recycled products so
that users can adjust to the program and manufacturers can make capital investments to

o)
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produce products containing recovered materials.

7. Price Incentives. Recycled products initially may be more expensive than

corresponding products made entirely from virgin materials. (Much of this has to do with

the present short supply of certain secondary materials meeting necessary specifications.)
The organizational commitment to use recycled products may be fulfilled by offering a
small price preference to suppliers, by considering life-cycle costing, or establishing set-
asides. Many public sector organizations have adopted price preferences as an
investment in market development.

8. Cooperation Between Solid Waste and Purchasing Officials. Both solid
waste and purchasing officials have expertise and experience that should be used to
develop an effective program for buying recycled products.

9. Cooperation Among Manufacturers, Vendors and Users. Organizations
must actively solicit bids from manufacturers and vendors of recycled products and
widely publicize the bids. Manufacturers and vendors must be encouraged to provide a
wide range of recycled products and let users know about them.

10. Cooperative Purchasing. Organizations should consider joining together
to buy recycled products. Cooperative purchases expand the volume purchased, reduce
unit costs, help ensure availability, and establish common specifications.

11. Waste Reduction and Recyclability. In addition to buying recycled
products, organizations should buy recyclable products.

0)

o)
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Sources of Assistance

The local recycling coordinator, solid waste manager or purchasing department
can provide technical assistance. Further assistance is available from:

Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority technical assistance

25 Charles Street, Suite 2105 information on suppliers
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-3330

301-333-2730

Maryland Environmental Service technical assistance
2020 Industrial Drive publishes the Maryland
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 Recycling Directory
301-974-7254

800-492-9188

Maryland Department of the Environment technical assistance

Office of Waste Minimization and Recycling
‘ 2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

301-631-3315

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency information on federal
Recycled Guideline Hotline procurement guidelines c/o
c/o EH Pechan & Associates and recycled product

5537 Hempstead Way suppliers

Springfield, Virginia 22151
703-941-4452
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GUIDE TO
WASTE AUDITS
FOR
WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING

Waste generated in the home is only about one-half of the municipal solid waste
stream. Businesses and public and private institutions (such as schools and government
facilities) produce the other half. In order for Counties to meet the State’s recycling goals,
businesses must participate in recycling and waste reduction programs.

Waste reduction means avoiding the generation of waste. In addition to recycling, it
includes several other actions.

V]
® using supplies and equipment more efficiently 7 M‘i
® replacing disposable materials with reusable and recyclable materials
® buying products and equipment that are durable or easily repairable or

recyclable

Waste reduction is the most environmentally benign form of waste management.
Unlike recycling or virgin production, there is no need to process or transport materials and
the amount of energy and raw material used is reduced. The less waste produced, and
requiring disposal, the more money is saved by governments and businesses. :

Waste Audit
A waste audit will identify areas or activities where waste can be reduced. The audit
identifies raw materials being used, waste composition, recyclable materials, and activities

and procedures that can be changed so as to produce less waste.

A successful waste audit should include the following elements:

"

T
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° naming a program coordinator to conduct the waste audit, get employees
involved, track the progress of the program and solve problems

° developing waste reduction goals
° condﬁcting a visual survey of materials in the trash
° identifying types and quantities of waste generated
° reviewing purchasing practices
L identifying waste reduction opportunities
1 Once the audit is complete, the waste reduction program must be implemented. This
includes:

o establishing a waste reduction and recycling policy (See, for example, the
suggested policy following this Guide.)

. ° publicizing the program
° training staff
° implementing the recommendations and publicizing the results
° evaluating and revising the program

A waste audit should be conducted at least once a year to ensure that the program
is complete and up-to-date. The remainder of this text will focus on techniques to reduce
waste generation.

. Reducing Paper Waste

According to an EPA report, paper and paperboard represent the largest percentage
of material discarded into the municipal waste stream, almost 40%. Office waste is about
10% of this and most of it is recyclable. How can paper waste be reduced? Listed below
are some of the techniques.
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° Use dual-sided copying whenever possible. Dual-sided copying can save up
to 50% of paper purchases, reduce the need for new filing cabinets and file
space, reduce mailing costs, and permit smaller mailing envelopes to be used.

° Use lighter weight papers whenever possible. Such papers are generally
less expensive.

° Establish centralized filing systems to reduce the number of copies of

documents.

° Use obsolete forms for drafts and memo pads. If no sensitive material is
involved, the paper can be donated as drawing paper to child-care or similar
facilities.

° Reuse interoffice envelopes, file folders, and corrugated boxes.

o Eliminate needless forms.

. Use central bulletin boards, the telephone, and staff meetings instead of
i sending memos. '

Many organizations measure success by the length of their mailing list. Organizations
need to communicate, but there are ways to reduce waste in doing so.

L Reduce mailing and distribution lists and reevaluate quantities needed for
reports and publications.

] Share documents with other staff or agencies.

o Remove your name from mailing lists for materials you no longer need or
share with others.

° Use electronic or computer mail.

Government and businesses can buy paper products that can be recycled in office
wastepaper recycling systems. Switching to white ledger and white legal pads will increase
the value of waste paper. You can replace plastic-window envelopes, which are rarely
recyclable, with open-window envelopes. Mailing labels and other sticky products should
be water soluble to permit recycling. Reports should be printed on non-glossy paper to

¢
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allow excess material and trim to be recycled. These techniques can improve the value of
the wastepaper by eliminating contaminants.

The purchasing division should work closely with the records-management division
on wastepaper recycling. The records-management division disposes of material after it
remains in storage for a required number of years. They work with local recyclers and know
which paper can be recycled profitably and which contaminants (glues, carbon paper, etc.)
reduce the value of waste paper. Purchasing officials should use the information to assure
that future discards are more recyclable.

Inventory Control

Public and private agencies should establish a computerized inventory control for the
products they buy to avoid wasteful duplication. Agencies can share materials and buy in
bulk quantities to reduce unit costs and consume less packaging.

Purchasing officials should cooperate in the inventory system and with their salvage
bureaus. Salvage officials know which products can be reused or recycled. They can inform
agencies of available products and suggest products that are easier to recycle. The salvage
bureau can sell or donate usable equipment to other agencies, governments, citizens
(through auctions), rebuilders, recyclers, and nonprofit organizations.

Influencing Manufacturers

Agencies can use their purchasing power and specifications to convince suppliers to
reduce waste volume and toxicity. A specification for packaging can specify the use of
recyclable paperboard or prohibit the use of inks that contain toxic metals (e.g., lead or
cadmium). They can require that manufacturers of automobile or truck batteries accept
used units for recycling before the government will buy new ones.

Remanufacturing

More than five hundred U.S. firms are involved in remanufacturing, an industrial
activity that collects discarded or nonfunctioning durable products, disassembles and
refurbishes reusable parts, replaces other parts, and reassembles the parts into usable
products. Examples of products that can be remanufactured include vehicles, vehicle parts,
transformers, vending machines, tires (retreading), respliced computer paper, COmpressors,
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telephones, and many others. Organizations can buy remanufactured products and so
reduce wastes.

Other Waste Reduction Techniques

Governments and businesses have other methods of reducing waste:

Use life-cycle costing formulas that include product life and disposal costs to
encourage recyclable, reusable, and durable products.

Buy reusable pallets.
Buying cloth towels or hand warmers instead of paper towels.

Buy reusable wiping cloths.

Use backhauling, where the vehicle making a shipment of finished products
takes recyclable materials back to the manufacturer instead of returning

empty.
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Suggested Organizational Policy

WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING

In order to promote conservation, management is establishing this policy
regarding materials reuse, recycling and waste reduction in all operations. To
implement this policy, our organization will, to the extent practicable, undertake the
following actions. -

1. Purchase durable products, rather than disposable products.

2. Use two-sided copies.

3. Use recycled paper meeting, at a minimum, federal EPA guidelines, for all
stationery, newsletters, copy paper, pads, business cards, and computer paper. A
message to that effect will be stated on the paper when possible.

4. Use no inks containing toxic components for our publications.

5. Purchase and use recyclable paper for internal use and avoid colored or other
papers that can not be recycled.

6. Use the back side of used paper or obsolete forms for scratch pads and first
drafts.

7. Minimize the use of specified glues on products.

8. Use single copies with routing slips within the office whenever possible, rather
than indiscriminate use of copies of memos.

9. Recycle paper, metal and glass.

10. Include a statement in all solicitations for bids for goods and services that
this organization prefers doing business with companies that adhere to these principles.

11. Urge all employees, consultants and vendors to implement the above practices
and follow the principles of waste reduction and materials reuse and recycling.

Your management will report annually on the success of everyone’s efforts in
reducing waste.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Date: June 4, 1990

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Place: Maryland Municipal League Building
Annapolis MD

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, opened the meeting at 9:05 a.m.
The minutes from the May meeting were approved as written.

Dr. Alter indicated that a solid waste conference was to be
held by EPA in Washington on June 14 and 15. A Howard County
meeting on solid waste issues was scheduled on June 11 at the
Turf Valley Country Club. Secretary Walsh would be attending.

The April 4 Keep America Beautiful (KAB) Conference is
available on video tape compliments of Giant Food Corporation.
Copies were distributed at the meeting. Others will be sent as
copies are available. The draft letter to the Governor from the
Council will be faxed to members by Dr. Alter. Any suggested "
changes to the language should be returned as quickly as
possible.

Mr. Mike Gagliardo reported on the draft recycling guides.
He received no comments on the draft so the finalized report will
be prepared and will be available on disk.

Mr. Ronald Nelson reported on the Markets and Marketing
Data Base from the regulatory perspective (copy attached). He
indicated that regulations would be developed to clarify counting

-what is being recycled,
-who obtains credit, and
-development of composition/quantity data.

For example, no credit would be obtained for individuals who
compost yard waste, yet a city or county that collects this
material for composting would obtain credit to the extent that
the product is marketed. Scrap and white goods will also be
addressed.

Dr. Alter reported that the Natural Resources Defense
Council (NRDC) is pushing EPA to establish commodity specific
goals  on recycling. This level of detail could impair programs
since markets fluctuate. Without additional testimony, EPA may
adopt such an approach. ;
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Mr. Barry Scher stated that a uniform format for reporting
should be developed. Perhaps the ASTM Committee D-34 proposal,
as methodology for characterizing waste composition, will serve
this need.

There is a reluctance on the part of industry to divulge
markets or prices. The question arises as to whether or not the
State has the authority to require private industry to divulge
such information.

Mr. John Schafer reported from the local government
perspective (copy attached). The key issue is that the
regulating agency should not be involved in program
implementation, but instead should conduct plan reviews, inspect
facilities, and serve in a clearinghouse function.

Mr. Harry Benson reported that the Department is planning a
training course for County Recycling Coordinators. The course is
planned for after the July 1 date submission of Recycling Plans.

Dr. Alter indicated that networking is vitally important in
maintaining program effectiveness. Mr. Tom Redmond stated that
efforts by the automobile recycling dealers to form a cooperative
were met with threatened law suit. He pointed out that the Motor
Vehicle Administration has regulations that require destruction
of perfectly good automobiles. These regulations should be
changed to encourage reuse of the vehicles.

Mr. Scher reported that Giant Food Corporation wants to
assist recycling efforts but not be in the trash business. They
want to find a company to provide containers and removal services
at no cost to the company, who will make space available on their
lot. Current operations at four stores in the Bethesda area

-require daily removal (15 yd’ containers). Laidlaw is doing the

removal free for the first four months. BFI wanted $5,000 per
month.

Dr. Alter indicated that better data on quantity and
composition of waste is needed. Secondary materials are
considered a marginal source of supply - the first to be effected
if a market changes. He indicated that MES and KAB recycling
directories are the best in the country, but need to be expanded
to include a list of service firms to assist companies, such as
Giant Food, who want to help in recycling efforts.

Dr. Alter appointed Mr. Nelson, Mr. Lenny Minutillo, and
Mr. Schafer to a committee to report on what the central office
group should be doing to move materials to the market. The
Council, on the basis of the committee report, could make
recommendations on needed resources.
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Dr. Alter stated that one directive from the Governor was
to examine packaging. This being a topic he has examined for
almost 30 years, Dr. Alter reported that packaging constitutes
32% of the total municipal solid waste stream, with the following
breakdown by composition:

GIEAISST T et s ke e ) e ore Wl S1i%
Pillalsitsics memitl, M Sl . 25 %
G o - S-S i AL RS 6%
IPRPEENL. . o s oo shrese ois 278
Corrugaiiigd: . .5 el il 3%
Aluminum cans.........2%
Siteel Bcan'sh. .. ket . « o 6%

Between 1970 and 1984, the per capita generation rate has
remained relatively constant. This is due to a number of
factors:

-shift in packaging materials; and
-light-weighting of packaging. 0”

From the data, Dr. Alter concludes that the effects of
packaging on MSW are overstated, and that the efforts to ban
specific items is misdirected and will prove unproductive.
Banning has become a popular exercise because:

-using this approach, one can attack a large company;
-there is a small effected constituency; and
-one can point to the effort as a "success."

To make a significant difference in waste generation, one
must target large component items, which simply do not exist in
the composite waste stream.

Dr. Alter proposed that the September meeting be scheduled
as an all day session, possibly at the DNR Wye Island retreat.
The Department will make arrangements.

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 9, 1990 at
the Municipal League Building in Annapolis. The Council will
consider such proposals as bans, deposits, and taxes on
packaging.

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at
11:47 a.m. ’ '

V)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
‘ 2500 Broening Highway, Baltimore, Maryland 21224
Area Code 301 e 631-3304

William Donald Schaefer Martin W. Walsh, Jr.
Governor Secretary

TO: Governor'’s Advisory Council on Recycling

FROM: Ronald Nelson, Directo
Hazardous and Solid Waste\Management Administration

DATE: June 4, 1990

SUBJECT: Market Study Analysis

The Maryland Depariment of the Environment (MDE) has
reviewed the Maryland Recyclable Materials Market Study and has
found it satisfactory for use and distribution.

That is not to say that we are totally satisfied with the
Study’s coverage of the regional and State markets.

MDE feels the Study is lacking in the paper brokerage
explanation and listing area. An area that is also incomplete is
the Tire Markets and Technology section. The Maryland
Environmental Service and MDE plan to investigate these areas and
report to the Council, jurisdictions, and Legislature.

The following is a brief summary of MDE’s review of the
Study.

The Maryland Recyclable Materials Market Study provides a
current and ten-year projected assessment of (1) local supply of
specified recyclables, and (2) the supplies of these same
materials from states in the designated 16 States South-Central
‘Market areas. '

The results of this Market Study provide an extensive
supply-and-demand database of recyclables as well as processing
and brokerage capability for materials diverted for reuse from
~ the Maryland municipal solid waste stream. A
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The Study arms the State, counties, and municipalities with
a calculated market analysis.

The three contributors, MDE, MES, and the consulting firm
‘of Gershman, Bricker & Bratton, Inc., make conclusions about
Maryland’s market future and what steps need to be taken to
preserve and expand the State’s markets.

It focuses on the current market situation and how it can
react with the oncoming State and regional expansion. It also
makes recommendations as to how the markets can be expanded
through increased exportation via the Port of Baltimore. It
recommends market incentive programs such as the Governor'’s
Recycling Bill which gives purchase preference to materials made
from recycled material. It also suggests the need to develop
alternative markets such as glassphalt, fiberglass, or newsprint
for animal bedding.

The recycling market tool is currently being distributed to
the Governor, General Assembly, County governments, and the Pratt
Library. . ‘




Market Study General Findings

Solid Waste Composition
better data needed-rec’s waste sampling studies
Intermediate Processing Facilities

calculates an additional capacity requirement of
approx. fourteen 200 TPD facilities statewide by 1995.

Export

markets for wastepaper complex, need to be developed
through professional brokers, state hired commodities
specialists or contacts with shipping dispatch co.s, and
U.S.-based offices of foreign trading companies.

markets for used tires and other commodities could be
developed in the same way.

Market Incentives

preferential procurement

mandate min. recycled content

coop purchasing for state and local governments
review building codes and specifications

Coop Research and Marketing

act as test market for products made with recycled
materials.

'End—user recruitment

formulate statewide industrial recruitment policy and
implementation plan for desired industries.




Markets Summary

Glass - Flint (clear glass), amber (brown glass) are good. Green
is currently alright, may have problems in future.

‘Aluminum - Perfect, bread and butter of any recycling program.

Steel & Bi-Metal Cans
No problems, steel mills want and need it.

Wastepaper
Newsprint - 1) 1990 is ok, however, trouble in the future.
Regionally: Must export more, must consume more in
the future.
Port of Baltimore could be the answer.

2) Other markets are needed.

3) Material must be properly value upgraded to ensure
marketability.

Corrugated Cardboard
Not as bad as newsprint. Regionally, we should be able
to consume total volume through 2000. Need to export
more.

High Grade Office Paper _
Good market in future. Must continue to export.
Should also utilize neighboring ports especially

Norfolk.

Mixed Waste Paper
Over supply exists. Exporting will expand, however
not fast enough. ;
We must increase export market through Port of Balto.

Tires

- This section of the Study is extremely weak. Needs a
reinvestigation.

- Little or no money pald for material.

- We need more processing capacity and development of markets

and uses.
- Expand export business through Port of Baltimore.

¢
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. Plastic
- HDPE and PET plastics are currently ok, could be
artificial, future depends on plastic industry.
- LDPE (film plastics) and polystyrene are not being recycled
~ yet. Still in research and development phase. Recommend a
pilot processing project.

Lead Batteries
Well established collection system. Current recovery rate
is 80-95%. Good future.
No demand for household batteries.

Other Ferrous Metals

White goods (appliances, refrigerators, stove, etc.) and
ferrous auto scrap. Well established and good market
currently and in future. :




Appendices

A. List of (processing facilities) recycling centers with capacity,
contract, duration, equipment provisions materials accepted,
spec1flcatlons, transport requirements in,and in close proximity to,
Maryland.

B. End users in entire study area.

By commodity with product, capacity where supplied, O=not supplled
specs, and transport availability/type (rail, truck, barge;
delivery/pickup.

C. Broker listing
Mainly scrap dealers, recycling centers.
Paper brokers do not belong to any organization - operate
independently - no source for consultants.

D. Listing of supply and demand for each commodity by State;
for Maryland and neighboring States and for the entire study area.

¢
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Report of Ad Hoc Subcommittee
on the
Role of State and MDE's Office of Waste
Minimization and Recycling (OWMR)

County/Municipal Perspective

The county/municipal ad hoc subcommittee met on Thursday, May 31, at the
Maryland Municipal League headquarters in Annapolis.

The understood purpose of the subcommittee was to address the question:
"From the perspective of local government (municipal and county), what
functlon/role(s) should MDE's Office of Waste Mlnlmlzatlon and Recycling play
in Maryland’s recycling efforts?"

Participants included:

*John Schafer, Harford County - MACo

*Regina McNeill, Town of Berwyn Heights - MML

Jim Trouba, Queen Anne's County, Director of Solid Waste

Linda Fields, Howard County, Recycling Coordinator

Dave Helmecki, City of Greenbelt
‘ Jeff Repp, Town of Indian Head, Town Manager

Jim Peck, MML Staff

Chip MacLeod, MACo Staff

(*Advisory Council Member)

Technical Assistance Function:

Environment Article, Section 9-1702 (d){1l) states:

"The Office shall: (1) Assist the counties in developing
an acceptable recycling plan required under Sec. 9-1703 of
this subtitle and Sec. 9-505 of this title, including
technical assistance to the local governments;..."

¢ The Office of kaste Minlmization'(OWMR) is understaffed, particularly in the
area of technical assistance.

il The Marvland FEnvironmental Secrvice (MES) is currently doing more, in terms
of technical assistance, directly with local govenments.

e MES has the expertise and has gained the experience, and appears to be better
staffed than OWMR for hands-on plam implementation in jurisdictions that

request their services.

. ) Any duplication of staffing and efforts should be avoided.

e A key distinction between MES and OWMR is that the services of MES are not
without costs to the user.
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Ad Hoc Subcommittee Report - County/Municipal Prospective
Governor’s Recycling Advisory Council

¢ Department of the Environment/OWMR should focus on the "bigger" picture with
regards to recycling, while MES should enhance its services and efforts to
provide hands-on assistance to local governments at their request.,

® Regulators should not be directly involved in implememtation, but oversight.
In other words, OWMR should concentrate on plan review, plan updates,

comprehensive planning, inspections, site visits, and operational review.

* The roles and functins of various state agencies with regards to recycling
and waste management must be clear and distinct.

Clearinghouse Function:

Local governments are competing with each other for markets. A serious
problem facing local recycling efforts involves the inconsistency of markets and
vendors, ie., while one county is receiving $5/ton for cardboard, another county
pays $15/ton. Simularly, while one county buys a baler for $7,000, another pays
$8,000 for the same. A closer network among local recvcling coordinators through
a_central mechanism (OWMR) would help toc minimize such inconsistencies and
fragmentation.

® OWMR should sponsor regular forums for the exchange of ideas and information
among local government personnel responsible for recycling and solid waste
management, including bi-annual conferences/workshops AND a newsletter.
These would help to "formalize" the role and efforts of local recycling
coordinators.

Moreover, regular communications and information exchanges among local recycling

coordinators (whether by conference or newsletter) will undoubtedly be viewed
by dealers, vendors, haulers, marketers, consultants, etc., with a watchful eye.

e OWMR should make readily available a wide range of recycling and solid waste
managemént information and resources regarding:

-ready markets - counties and municipalities should be
informed of fair market values for their product and
desired location.

-funding sources (grants/loans) and funding mechanisms

-recycling efforts throughout state and country

-model recycling and solid waste management programs

-experience data and recycling percentages

-educational materials (all ages)

-promotional/public relations
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Ad Hoc Subcommittee Report - County/Municipal Prospective
-equipment and materials purchasing
-recycling progress within each county and municipality
-alternative appoaches

The soﬁrces of this information should include, but not be limited to, the
State of Maryland and its local governments, state and local governments

throughout the country, business and private industry, and other countries.
Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

Optimally, this information should be readily accessible via phone or computer
hookup. An electronic data base available to local governments and the general

public.

Miscellaneous Comments:

e Recycling costs money! It 1s a mandate to Maryland’s local governments that
carries a price tag that has yet to be determined. The identification and/or
establishment of funding mechanisms and sources should be a top priority.

e The benefits of regionalization should not be overlooked. Local jurisdictions
should be grouped regionally in an effort to identify the closest markets for

their recyvcled products.

e The actions and attitudes of State personnel with regards to State and local

recvcling efforts require consistency. While each local subdivision and
jurisdiction differs, the commitment Maryland has made to recycling should
be clear. Recycling is an absolute component of what we seek to achieve -

an effective and efficient integrated approach to solid waste management.

Respectfully submitted,

John Schafer, Member
Regina McNeill, Member
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State of Maryland
GOVERNOR'S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING
Mecting Agenda

August 6, 1990

Meeting at the Maryland Municipal League
1212 West Street, Annapolis

9:00 u.m. Convene, Saif Innoductions and Adoption of Minutces

9:15 0.0 Presentation on Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFy)
Mr. Matthew Coz, N.E. CRINC, Billerica, MA
(N.E. CRINC has been selected for the MRF in Montgomery ol

10:30 aam. Continued Discussion of Bans, Taxes and Deposits
(Continuation of discussion: can bans O taxes molivale recycling?)

13215 st Continued Discussion of Establishing a Markets and Markcting Database
State Interests - Ron Nelson
City and County Interests - Regina MeNeil
Private Scctor Interests - Tom Redmond

11-45 a.m, Distribution of County Recycling Plans for Familiarity

11:55 am. Old Busincss
Staft report on pending Exceutive Orders
Future Tapics*

12:00 noon Adjournment.

* New construction sequirements for recyeling
* Davess for phasing in wser fecs.
* thycling without chianging current pucliccn in solid waste managentent,

* Rueycling as an ceonome declopment ool laber, economies of scale, environmental permitiing




Minutes of the Meeting of the
Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Date: July 9, 1990

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Place: Maryland Municipal League Building
Annapolis, Maryland

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, convened the meeting at
9:10 a.m. The minutes from the June meeting were requested to be
amended to indicate that Dr. Alter had made a slide presentation
on packaging in the waste stream.

Dr. Alter acknowledged Mr. Paul Hollinger as a new member
of the Advisory Council representing the packaging industry.

Dr. Alter distributed the following materials:

- a recycling brochure from "Keep America Beautiful" (KAB);

- environmental awareness brochure from Glad Wrap;

- summary of mandatory recycling by State ;

- Fairfax County Recycling News; and

- "The Politics of Product Bans," Reid Lifset and Marian
Chertow. Environmental Forum, March/April ‘90, pp. 12-14.

There was open discussion of the use of tipping fees by the
counties. Many ccounties which have no tipping fee as such have a
user fee for ocut-of-county waste. Some counties, such as
Worcester, still have no tipping fee. It was stated that if
there is no true user cost, there is no economic incentive for
recycling. The cost to the public is often hidden since there is
no specific charge for waste disposal as there is for sewer
service and water usage. Mr. Ronald Nelson said that he would be
surprised if there were no legislation passed next year to
establish a user fee per ton at the landfill which would be used
to finance recycling.

Dr. Alter expressed concern that the best figures for
municipal waste amounts be used when considering the magnitude of
fees which will be generated. He felt that we may be fooling
ourselves. Mr. Nelson said that getting a handle on real weights
is difficult especially where there are no scales at landfills.
Having sophisticated scales are preferred but there is a cost
associated with this.

U
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The next topic for discussion was recycling promotion. It
was agreed that efforts should begin in kindergarten. Dr. Alter
passed around a KAB poster which includes suggested lesson plans
and is available for a fee. Mr. Larry Hayward suggested that it
gets more difficult as children get older. Mr. Barry Scher added
that the interest in recycling in the general public is already
there as evidenced by the overwhelming response to drop-offs of
recyclables in Giant Food’s pilot program. It is just a matter
of making it convenient. Dr. Dan Morhaim added that most people
now realize the importance of preserving the planet. Dr. Aiter
suggested that the biggest problem is that the response can not
be equalitarian. There are problems associated with recycling in
high density areas and rural areas. How do you direct the
message so that you do not have to exclude some of the populace.
The group was also reminded that residential waste is only half
of the waste stream. Business recycling must be addressed to
reach even modest goals of 20% recycling.

There was some follow-up discussion of markets from the
last meeting. Dr. Alter summed it up by saying that except for
newspaper, most markets are supply limited. He stated that most
counties need data base assistance from some central information
source. The three task forces assigned to report on this issue
requested that they report at the next meeting. Mr. Schafer had
received eight responses from counties. Mr. Peck from the
Maryland Municipal League said they had, as yet, received no
response from municipalities. Mr. Chip MacLeod summarized the
county response as showing interest in a newsletter particularly
with current market information. The Eastern Shore counties have
already come together to generate such a newsletter for
themselves to share information. Mr. Nelson added that most
counties do not know how to enter the commodities market. They
are not comfortable dealing in profits. Marketing operates under
a different set of rules than procurement which is what counties
are familiar with.

The next topic of discussion was bans, taxes, and other
ways to stimulate recycling. Dr. Alter reported that those
products proposed for banning were such a small percentage of the
waste stream that banning them had no real impact on waste
reduction. The social considerations of bans must also be
considered. 1If plastics are banned to force glass use, for
example, we are putting glass into the hands of children and into
the bathroom.

Mr. Scher said that the food industry is aware of the
necessity for environment friendly packaging. They have formed a
solid waste task force which will have its first meeting within
the month to address these issues.
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Dr. Alter stated that any Statewide ban would be subject to
suit on constitutional grounds.

Mr. Paul Hollinger added that although bans may not effect
waste reduction, they may convey a sense of urgency to the public
and effect public participation in recycling. Mr. James Katcef
remarked that the threat of bans has served recycling by prodding
industry to increase their commitment to recycling.

Mr. Hollinger suggested that recommended criteria for
product bans be supplied to the federal government for
consideration.

Dr. Alter suggested that packaging taxes can encourage
recycling and reduce waste. He reported that Florida taxes
industries that do not achieve a specified recycling rate for
their product. The inequities of Massachusetts’ packaging tax
which taxes the box for a refrigerator at the same rate as the
individual sleeve cover on a straw were discussed.

Taxes on virgin materials were discussed. The effect on
consumer choice must be considered. When is the consumer no
longer economically indifferent? It was suggested that if taxes
are imposed, the public gets the impression that government is
taking care of things and they do not have to get involved. Tax
incentives for certain activities, such as purchase of recycling
equipment, may be more effective.

Dr. Alter will distribute an article, "Facing America'’s
Trash," which addresses taxing mechanisms to stimulate thinking
on the subject. He proposed that everyone come up with
suggestions at the next meeting.

Dr. Alter requested that the Council get an opportunity to
look at the recycling plans which have been submitted.
Mr. Nelson will work out the logistics, dividing the plans among
the members. Each member will then report on a plan. Dr. Alter
feels that this will give them an idea of how the counties are
thinking. There was some discussion as to how the counties would
feel about having their plans critiqued by other than MDE.
Mr. MacLeod suggested that the recycling coordinators come in and
report on their plans. Dr. Alter felt this would be too time
consuming and added that the group would not be criticizing the
plans but merely gaining insight into how the counties are
thinking. A summary sheet from the draft plans will be supplied
by MDE showing proposed county activities. ‘[
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New business brought up for consideration by Dr. Alter was
Statewide recommendations on leaving grass clippings on the lawn.
Mr. Nelson was charged with contacting the Department of
Agriculture for advice.

Dr. Alter proposed the following additional topics for
future discussion:

- the trade-offs involved in the choice of paper vs. plastic
bags;

- should the State or the counties be putting out a
newsletter concerning recycling issues;

- Mr. Nelson’s question on using available technology to
recycle without public participation, i.e., without source
separation;

- recycling as an economic development issue; and

- is there a case for bans?

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, August 6, 1990 at
the Municipal League Building in Annapolis. The members will
report on county plans reviewed. Mr. Nelson will report on
Department of Agriculture’s views on grass el ifppings.’ (The
tax/ban issue will be further discussed. Dr. Alter reminded the
group that the September session will be all day and will not
take place on September 10.

The date has not been finalized. The meeting was adjourned
at 11:47 a.m.




Directory of Materials ¢
Recovery Facilities

To keep up with the rising number of new MRF’s in the  number and contact have been provided with each

waste industry, Waste Age presents the first-ever entry.
Directory of Materials Recovery Facilities. Though Waste Age strove to include as many facilities
This MRF catalog, arranged by state, contains as possible, this list is by no means complete. All MRF's
information on the owners and operators for each listed should be operational or near completion by
facility. Also included are the sites’ capacity (in tons per ~ March 1, 1990, unless otherwise noted. If any facilities
day) and a list of recyclables accepted at each facility. were inadvertently omitted from the list, every attempt
(Note: all facilities accepting glass process all three will be made to have them added in subsequent issues.
colors except when specifically noted.) Waste Age welcomes any comments or suggestions for
For further information about each MRF, a phone improvements on future lists.
TYPES OF
CAPACITY RECYCLABLES
LOCATION OWNER OPERATOR CONTACT (TPD) ACCEPTED
ARIZONA ')
B Phoenix St. Vincent St. Vincent Paul 23 newspaper, mixed paper, '
DePaul Depaul Gesicki: styrofoam, cardboard.
Society Society 602/495-3039 glass, aluminum, ferrous
scrap, tin & bi-metal
cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
CALIFORNIA
Belmont Browning- Browning- Gary 75 newspaper, cardboard,
Ferris Ferris Zirelli: - glass, aluminum, ferrous
industries, Industries, 415/637-1411 scrap, tin & bi-metal
inc. Inc. cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
Fremont Qakland Dakland David 75 newspaper, glass
Scavenger Scavenger Deeks: (mixed), aluminum, tin &
/Waste /Waste 415/532-140C bi-metal cans, PET &
Management Management HDPE plastics
Milipitas Browning- Browning- Greg 200 newspaper, computer &
S Ferris Ferris Apa: office paper, cardboard,
Industries, Industries, 408/262-1401 glass, aluminum, ferrous
Inc. Inc. scrap, tin & bi-metal
cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
San Jose Waste Waste ] Tim 120 newspaper, glass,
4 Management Management Flanagan: aluminum, tin cans, PET
of North of Santa 408/452-8544 & HDPE plastics (pilot
America Clara program for mixed paper)
San Marin Marin Joseph 102 newspaper, computer &
Rafael Recycling & Recycling & Garbarino: office paper, cardboard,
Resource Resource 415/485-5646 glass, aluminum, tin
Recovery Recovery cans, PET plastics
Association Association
Santa Waste Waste Linda 100 newspaper, computer &
Rosa Management Management Medders: office paper, colored D
of North of North 707/584-4200 ledger paper, magazines,
America America cardboard, glass,

aluminum, tin cans, PET
& HOPE plastics
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MRF List contd.
TYPES OF
CAPACITY RECYCLABLES
LOCATION OWNER OPERATOR CONTACT (TPD) ACCEPTED
CONNECTICUT
Mystic Sotheastern Resource Toby 23 glass, aluminum. tin &
Connecticut Recovery Goodrich: bi-metal cans
Regional Systems. 203/887-6368
Recovery Inc.
Authonty &
Town of
Groton
FLORIDA
Pinellas Browning- Browning- Glenn 300 newspaper, computer &
County Ferns Ferns Wagner office paper. cardboard,
Industries. Industries, 813/573-9150 coated book, glass
Inc Inc {clear only), tin & bi-
metal cans, PET & HDPE
plastics. ngid PVC &
other olastics
Pinellas Waste Waste Doug 175 newspaper. computer &
Park Management Management Lukens* office paper. corrugated
{under const.; of North of Pinellas 813/572-8828 cardboard, glass.
7/90) America County tin cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
ILLINOIS
Benson- Waste Waste Edward 7 newspaper, giass,
ville Management Management Evenhouse aluminum, tin cans, HDPE .
of North of North 312/595-4800 plastics
America Amenca
Chicaga Waste Meyer Ted 11 newspaper. glass.
Ridge Management Brothers Ciapinski: aluminum, tin & bi-metai
of North Scavenger 312/598-6600 cans
America Service
McHenry Waste Waste Tominick 45 newspaper, glass,
County Management Management Scolaro: aluminum, tin cans, HDPE
of North of McHenry 815/385-2221 plastics
America County
Wheeling Waste Buffalo Tom 37 newspaper, glass, .
Management Grove Mazzenga aluminum, tin & bi-metal
of North /Wheeling 312/520-7200 cans, HDPE plastics
America Disposal
MASSACHUSETTS
Springfield State of Resource Ralph 240 newspaper, mixed paper,
{under const.) Massachusetts Recovery Eart: cardboard. glass
{building Systems, 617:292-5987 {mixed). aluminum, tin
ard land) Inc. & bi-metal cans
Resource
Recovery
Systems, Inc.
(equipment)
MINNESOTA
Blaine Waste Waste Lynn 25 newspapers, cardboard,
Management Management Morgan: glass, aluminum. ferrous
of North of North 612/784-8349 scrap, tin & bi-metal
America America cans, PET plastics
Burnsville Dakota Recycle Mike 40 ° newspaper, glass,
County Minnesota's Trdan: aluminum, tin & bi-metal
Resources 612/431-1158 cans, PET plastics .
(RMR)
Eden Prarie Reuter Reuter Jim BER5) cardboard, aluminum.
Recycling, Recycling, Markeson: ferrous scrap, tin & bi- !
Inc. Inc. 612/935-6921 metal cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
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MRF List contd.
TYPES OF
CAPACITY RECYCLABLES
LOCATION OWNER OPERATOR CONTACT (TPD) ACCEPTED
St Paul Ramsey Super Cycle Tom 65 newspaper, corrugated
County Glander cardboard. high grace
612/224-5081 paper, mixed office
paper, glass. aluminum.
tin & bi-metal cans
ferrous & non-ferrous
metals, PET & HDPE
plastics
NEW JERSEY
Atlantic City Atlantic Atlantic Brian 50 newspaper, magazines &
County Co_qr}ty Lesky: phone books. corrugated
Utilities Utilities 609/348-3700 cardboard, computer &
Authority Authority office paper. glass,
aluminum, PET & HDPE
plastics
Bridgewater Somerset Somerset Anne 110 newspaper, corrugated
County County Lazo: cardboard. glass
201,469-3363 aluminum (plastics. tin
plated stee!, bi-metal
cans, office paper. &
household batteries by
690)
Camden Camden Resource Jack 80 glass. cardboard,
County Recovery Sworaski: aluminum, tin cans, PET
Systems, 609.663-1762 & HDPE plastics
Inc.
Dover Rosetto Rosetto Bruce 75-100 newspaper, computer &
Township Recycling Recyciing Rosetto: office paper. cardboard
(under const.; Corp Corp 201/341-3333 glass. aluminum, ferrous
8.90) scrap, tin & bi-metal
cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
Long Monmouth Monmouth Richard 43 glass (mixed), aluminum,
Beach Recycling Recycling Rosen: tin & bi-metal cans
Corp. Corp 201 870-0933
Newark RE! REl Irene 200 glass (mixed), aluminum,
Distnibutors Distributors Johnson: tin & bi-metal cans, PET
201'271-1355 plastics
Ocean Monmouth Monmouth Robert 225-250 glass, aluminum, tin &
Township Processing Processing Blenden: . bi-metal cans, tires.
201,922-9420 scrap wood (plastics
starting 3/90)
West W. Paterson W. Paterson Don 70 glass (mixe¢). aluminum.
Paterson Automated Automated Scine: ferrous scrap, tin & bi-
Recycling Recycling 201/256-7519 metal cans. steel.
copper, wood, heavy
scrap, iron, PET & HDPE
plastics
Borough Cape May RRT/Empire Mary Anne 225 newspaper, mixed paper,
of Woodbine County Returns Fieux: (75 min.) computer & office paper,
(acceptance Municipal Corp. 609/465-9026 cardboard, glass,
testing; Utilities aluminum, tin & bi-metal
open 4/30) Authority cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
NEW YORK
fslip Town of Town of Elizabeth 300 newspaper, mixed paper,
Islip Islip Gallagher: cardboard, glass
516/224-5691 (mixed), aluminum, tin &
cans, PET &
HOPE plastics
Lowville Lewis County Lewis County Gary 50 newspaper, corrugated
(under const.; Buckingham: cardboard, glass
4/90) 315/376-5394 (mixed), aluminum, tin

& bi-metal cans, PET &
HDPE plastics
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TYPES OF
CAPACITY RECYCLABLES
LOCATION OWNER OPERATOR CONTACT (TPD) ACCEPTED
New York City City of New Resource Allison 55 newspaper. glass
(E. Harlem) York Recovery Blackman' (mixed). aluminum. tin &
Systems. 212/240-4811 bi-metal cans. PET &
Inc HDPE plastics
Pamelia Jefferson Jefferson Mike 100 newspaper, computer &
{under const.; County County Kaskan: {min. 50) office paper, corrugated
5/90) 315/785-3144 cardboard. magazines
glass, tin & bi-metal
cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
Peekskill Karta Karta Kenneth 145 newspaper. computer &
Container & Container & Cartalemi office paper. cardboard.
Recycling Recycling 914/737-9211 magazines, glass.
aluminum, tin & bi-meta;
cans, PET & HDPE
plastics
Syracuse RRTEmpire RRT/Empire David 300 newspaper, cardboard.
Returns Returns Weitzman' high grade paper, giass,
Corp. Corp 315/724-0878 aluminum, ferrous scrap.
tin & bi-metal cans, PET
& HDPE plastics
Utica Oneida Oneida Kevin J 200 newspaper, computer &
(under const.. /Herkimer /Herkimer Manion: office paper, cardboard,
4/90) Counties Solid Waste 315/798-5474 glass, ferrous scrap.
Management tin & bi-metal cans, PET
Authority & HDPE plastics
Westbury Omni Omni Thomas 76 glass (mixed), aluminum,
Recycling Recycling Bolton: ferrous scrap, tin & b
of Westbury, of Westbury, 516/222-0708 metal cans PET & HDPE
Inc. Inc. plastics
NORTH CAROLINA
Charoltte Fairfield Fairfield Fred 70 newspaper. glass
County County Remington. (mixed), aluminum, tin,
Redemption, Redemption, 704/336-3873 steel, & bi-metal cans.
Inc inc. PET & HDPE plastics
OHIO '
Akron wTe Corp. wTe Corp. Robert 35-40 post-consumer:
Johnson: newspaper, glass.
216/376-9030 aluminum_ ferrous. tin,
& bi-metal cans, PET &
HDPE piastics
industrial;
20 grades of office
paper. corrugated
cardboard. industnal
plastics
PENNSYLVANIA
Bristot Otter Otter Larry 50-60 newspaper, glass,
Recycling Recycling Snyder. aluminum, cardboard.
215/788-9327 tin & bi-metal cans,
PET & HDPE plastics.
Bucks Bucks County RRT/Empire Charles 50+ newspaper, glass (clear
County Returns Raudenbush: only), aluminum (will
Corp. 215/249-0487 expand to steel &
plastics)
Centre Centre Centre Irene 60 newspaper, high & low
County County County Ferrara: Agrade computer paper. 0
Solid Waste Solid Waste 814/238-7005 agtfice paper, corrugated
Authority Authority cardboard, white & .
colored ledger, waste i
paper, glass, aluminum. ,
tin & bi-metal cans, PET f
& HDPE plastics
Lebanon Dixon Dixon Ernie 80 newspaper, cardboard.
County Recyclers Recyclers Kleinfeiter: glass, aluminum, ferrous

717/272-4655

scrap, tin cans
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TYPES OF
CAPACITY RECYCLABLES
LOCATION OWNER OPERATOR CONTACT (TPD) ACCEPTED
Philadelphia National National Mienzi 40 newspaper, glass
Temple Temple Traylor: aluminum, tin & bi-metal
Non-Profit Non-Profit 215/787-2760 cans (plastics
Corp. Corp. capability but not yet
recycling)
Philadelphia Waste Waste Jerry 40 newspaper, glass
Management Management Hoff: (mixed), aluminum,
of North of North 215/244-9514 ferrous scrap, tin &
America America bi-metal cans, PET &
. HDPE plastics
Susquehanna Susquehanna Susquehanna Lee 45 newspaper, cardboard,
County County County Benedict: glass, aluminum, tin &
{leases bidg. 717/278-4600 bi-metal cans, PET &
from Kerr HDPE plastics, colored
Motor Lines) detergent bottles, brown
shopping bags
York Waste Waste Jerry 20 newspaper, mixed paper,
Management Management Hoff: cardbeard, giass,
of North of North 215/244-9514 aluminum, tin & bi-metal
America America cans, PET & HDPE plastics
York York Waste York Waste Doug 20 newspaper, mixed paper,
Disposal, Disposal, Arch: corrugated cardboard,
Inc. Inc. 717/845-1557 glass, aluminum, tin &

bi-metal cans, PET &
HDPE plastics

3 = Tt T E LY R 0
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Johnston Rhode Island New England Bob 200 newspaper. cardboard,

Solid Waste CRinc. Murray: glass, aluminum, tin &
Management 401/831-4440 bi-metal cans, PET &
Corp. HDPE plastics
Seattle Rabanco, Rabanco, King 400 newspaper, mixed paper,
Ltd. Ltd. Kelso: cardboard, glass,
206/382-0480 aluminum, tin, PET &
HDPE plastics
Seattle Waste Waste Marilyn 110 newspaper, mixed paper,
Management Management Skerbeck: glass, cardboard,
of North of North 206/763-2437 aluminum, tin , PET &
America Amenca HDPE plastics
WISCONSIN
Milwaukee Waste Waste Rusty 7 newspaper, glass,
Management Management Storm: aluminum, tin & bi-metal
of North of North 414/259-1149 cans, PET & HDPE
America . America plastics
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state of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
" Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Dr. Harvey Alter

Manager, Resources Policy Dept.

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

1615 H Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20062 ———

PH: 202-463-5531 it VEP X
FAX: 202-887-3445 {J\*‘ R
REPRESENTS: General Public ' o
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Mr. Michael A. Gagliardo Nt

Executive Director
N.W. MD Waste Disposal Author.
25 S. Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
PH: 301-333-2730
FAX: 301-333-2721
REPRESENTS: N.E. MD Waste Disposal Authority

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward
Manager,Public & Government Affairs
AMOCO Corporation
One North Charles Street
Suite 1420
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
PH: 301-625-7829
FAX: 301-625-7855
REPRESENTS: Packaging Industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger
RBL Industries
55 Raisen Tree Circle
Pikesville, Maryland 21208
PH: 301-247-5656
FAX: 301-247-2738
REPRESENTS: Packaging Industry
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman ‘)

Mr. George T. Hudnet
Regional Manager
Wheelabrator Environmental
Systems Inc.
1099 Winterson Road, # 105
Linthicum, Maryland 21090
PH: 301-684-3334
FAX: 301-684-3345
REPRESENTS: Solid Waste Industry

i

Mr. James F. Katcef

Vice President

Katcef Bros. Inc.

2404 A & Eagle Blvd.

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

PH: 301-224-2391

FAX: 301-224-2399 ‘W
REPRESENTS: Food & Beverage Industry

Hon. Regina J. McNeill
Councilwoman
Town of Berwyn Heights
6303 Pontiac Street
Berwyn Heights, Maryland 20740
PH: 301-953-9660
FAX: 301-206-5239
REPRESENTS: Maryland Municipal League
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
' Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo Jr.
18028 Bacon Road
White Hall, Maryland 21161
PH: 301-343-1183
FAX: 301-298-0299
REPRESENTS: Food & Beverage Industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhainm
Chairman, Dept. of Emergency
Medicine
Franklin Square Hospital
422 Garrison Forest Road
owings Mills, Maryland 21117
PH: 301-682-7046
FAX:
REPRESENTS: General Public

Mr. Ronald Nelson
Director
Hazardous & Solid Waste
State of Maryland
2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224
PH: 301-631-3304
FAX: 301-631-3321
REPRESENTS: MD Department of the Environment

Dr. Michael J. Pelczar
Professor Emeritus, Univ. MD
Avalon Farm
P.O. Box 133
Chester, Maryland 21619
PH: 301-643-5142
FAX: 301-643-7802
REPRESENTS: Environmental Community
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman 1

Mr. George Perdikakis
Director
Maryland Environmental Service
2020 Industrial Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21214
PH: 301-974-7281
FAX: 301-974-7267
REPRESENTS: Maryland Environmental Service

A

Hon. Joan B. Pitkin

Delegate

Maryland House of Delegates

208 House Office Building

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

PH: 202-858-3098

FAX: B
REPRESENTS: Maryland House of Delegates W

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond Sr.
8224 Baltimore Annapolis Blvd.
Pasadena, Maryland 21122
PH: 301-437-1111
FAX: 301-437-7432
REPRESENTS: Recycling Industry

Hon. John W. Schafer
Councilman
Harford County Council
910 Rock Spring Road
Bel Air, Maryland 21014
PH: 301-838-4246
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland Association of Counties

)
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State of Maryland, Governor's Task Force on Recycling
. Membership Roster
Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman

Mr. Barry F. Scher
Vice President, Public Affairs
Giant Food Inc.
Dept. 599
Box 1804
Washington, D.C. 20013
PH: 301-341-4710
FAX: 301-341-5825
REPRESENTS: Maryland Food Dealers Association

Hon. Gerald W. Winegrad
Senator
Maryland State Senate
. Room 401
Senate Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
PH: 301-841-3578
FAX:
REPRESENTS: Maryland State Senate




Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Minutes

Date: August 6, 1990

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Place: Maryland Municipal League
Annapolis MD

Attending Members:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, U.S. Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Michael A. Gagliardo, NE Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
Mr. James F. Katcef, Food and Beveral Industry

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, General Public

Mr. John Moser (representing The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad),
Mr. Ronald Nelson, Maryland Department of the Environment

Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland General Assembly

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., Automotive Recycling Industry

The Honorable John W. Schafer, Maryland Association of Counties
Mr. Barry F. Scher, Giant Food, Inc.

Maryland State Senate

Members Absent:

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward, Packaging Industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry

Mr. George T. Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., Food and Beverage Industry
Dr. Michael J. Pelczar, Environmental Community

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment

Mr. Bill Burroughs, Procter & Gamble, PolySource

Ms. Beryl Friel, Kent County Recycling Coordinator

Ms. Virginia Lipscomb, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Chip MacLeod, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, convened the meeting at
9:20 a.m. An incident in the Harbor Tunnel delayed some
attendees. Dr. Alter distributed a handout from KAB on marketing
recyclables. Two articles on public attitudes and recycling will
be mailed to members to stimulate future discussion.




Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling_

Minutes

Date: August 6, 1990

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Place: Maryland Municipal League
Annapolis MD

Attending Members:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, U.S. Chamber of Commerce
Michael A. Gagliardo, NE Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
James F. Katcef, Food and Beveral Industry
Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, General Public
Mr. John Moser (representing The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad),
Mr. Ronald Nelson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service
The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland General Assembly
Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., Automotive Recycling Industry
The Honorable John W. Schafer, Maryland Association of Counties
Mr. Barry F. Scher, Giant Food, Inc.
Maryland State Senate

Members Absent:

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward, Packaging Industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry

Mr. George T. Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., Food and Beverage Industry
Dr. Michael J. Pelczar, Environmental Community

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment

Mr. Bill Burroughs, Procter & Gamble, PolySource

Ms. Beryl Friel, Kent County Recycling Coordinator

Ms. Virginia Lipscomb, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Chip MacLeod, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, convened the meeting at
9:20 a.m. An incident in the Harbor Tunnel delayed some
attendees. Dr. Alter distributed a handout from KAB on marketing
recyclables. Two articles on public attitudes and recycling will
be mailed to members to stimulate future discussion.




Page 2 6,:

Dr.<Alter reported that he and Mr. Mike Pelczar, Professor,
Emeritus, had met with the Dean of the College of Engineering and
the Dean of the University College Graduate School at College
Park. The Dean of the Graduate School will get back to Dr. Alter
with more information on including solid waste management and
recycling as part of a master’s level program at the University
of Maryland.

Dr. Alter advised the group that a plan is needed on how to
develop and implement a recycling/solid waste management
curriculum for K-12. The first step is to review existing
curricula. Dr. Alter has requested a descriptive list of
existing curricula and will share this with the group. He asked
for two volunteers to make phone calls to discover how to
proceed. Delegate Joan Pitkin stated that she and Senator
Winegrad had made recommendations for changes in the
environmental education law and this would fit right in. She
volunteered for both of them. Dr. Alter added, in response to a
comment from Councilman Schafer, that he would try to get
feedback from those currently using such curricula. Delegate
Pitkin and Senator Winegrad will report on the result of their
efforts at the September meeting. 0}

Mr. Harry Benson was asked about the location of the L
September meeting. He responded that the meeting will take place
all day, beginning at 9:00 a.m., at the Wye Island Retreat on
September 10, 1990. Since this date was not acceptable to
several members of the Council, Mr. Benson called the Retreat and
changed the date to September 17. The members will be sent a map
with directions to the site. Giant Food will donate the party
platters if someone can pick them up.

Dr. Alter pointed out that in order to keep topics for
future discussion from being lost in the minutes he had begun to
list them at the bottom of the agenda. He reported that the
Council is required to submit an annual report which he felt
should be due January 1, 1990.

Dr. Alter inquired about the existence of a #10 window
envelope that is recyclable. He is looking for a source of

supply.

The discussion then turned to the County Recycling Plans.
A sign-up sheet was distributed for Council members to request a
plan for review. Mr. Benson noted that MDE had very few extra
copies of plans. He had brought these with him, in addition to
extra copies of draft plans. He added that extra copies could be
made but in order to minimize waste, this would be done if ﬁg
requested. Dr. Alter reiterated his concept of the importance of '
this review.
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1. The Council should be intimately aware of county plans so
that their recommendations are within the broad framework
of reality;

2. Council recommendations will impinge on the planning
process; and

3. Solid waste planning is spotty and uncertain. Faith should
not be in the plan but in the process which is ongoing and
must be understood.

Dr. Alter added that if the members could scan a plan
before the September meeting, it would be helpful to have a
general idea of their strengths and weaknesses. The review, in
any case, should be completed by the October meeting.

Mr. Benson distributed a summary sheet of county activities
and plans, review sheets used by MDE staff to review plans and a
list of current county tipping fees.

The scheduled speaker, Mr. Hal McGaughey, Vice President,
New England CRInc, then gave a presentation on a typical CRInc-
operated materials recovery facility (MRF). CRInc stands for
Container Recycling Incorporated. He explained that the
company’s existence is a direct result of the bottle bill which
was proposed in Massachusetts in November 1981. The bill gave
responsibility for collection of bottles to the distributors. As
a distributor, they did not like the systems that were available
and formed a company to develop their own system on November 3,
1982, the day after the bottle bill was passed. Since the bottle
bill resulted in a good quality product, they attracted markets.
The company then decided to expand into municipal recycling and
started looking at available technologies for handling mixed
recyclables. It found these were too labor-intensive and looked
to Europe where they found the BEZNER technology in West Germany.
They signed a contract with BEZNER as their American lisencee.
Rhode Island was their first contract. The MRF opened for full-
scale operation - currently 200-220TPD (1 shift) - on May 1,
1989. The original design was for only 140TPD. Most
jurisdictions tend to underestimate their recyclables according
to Mr. McGaughey. Participation is always better than
anticipated, he said.

The BEZNER system is a combination of conveyors, eddy
currents and magnets. The Rhode Island program collects
newspapers, mixed aluminum and tin cans, glass bottles and jars,
and PET and HDPE. Though jurisdictions think in terms of tons
per day, the system deals with units per day. It can only handle
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a certain number of units. This is a problem when the weight of
materials becomes lighter, as when the amount of plastic
collected increases. Originally, Rhode Island estimated the
density of their recyclables at 150 lbs./cubic yard while the
actual density is 80 lbs./cubic yard. You can not solve this
problem by just adding people, but need a flexible system. It is
important for the jurisdiction and the operator to discuss what
the goals are at the outset. Adding a commodity can add to
operating costs and the operator will require compensation.

The BEZNER system is automated with two people at the front
to remove unacceptable materials and the only other manual
sorting is within the commodity., i.e., color sort glass. It
takes approximately 15 minutes for a container to pass through
the entire system. The system, which will be put in place in
Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties, will have many minor
improvements which have been developed since the system was
installed in Rhode Island four years ago.

Mr. McGaughey informed the group that BEZNER is looking at
an automated system to color sort glass. The existing robotic
system takes 2-3 seconds per unit. The new system with a ferris
wheel-like operation can do one unit per second, which is the
same as hand sorting. The goal is to make the system completely
automated. The life of the system is 20 years, comparable to a
landfill or any other system of waste disposal.

The fate of revenues from sale of recyclables is
negotiable. Given a guaranteed input, the operator may keep the
revenues and charge no service fee. Or there may be some service
fee with revenues split, say 75-25 or 80-20, with the
jurisdiction receiving the larger share.

The average size of a CRInc MRF is 80-130TPD or
40,000-53,000 square feet of operating space. Mr. Benson pointed
out that CRInc also operates smaller MRF's similar in scope to
those under consideration by many of the rural counties. Mr.
McGaughey added that CRInc has three types of MRF'’s available:
80-100TPD, 50TPD, and 20TPD. There is also a mobile unit which
processes 16-20TPD which is totally manual. CRInc is also
available as an equipment supplier and to provide help with
marketing of small quantities. Mr. McGaughey stated that
Maryland is lucky that markets are fairly close. He said that
further down the coast, transportation is more of a problem.

i’
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Dr. Dan Morhaim asked if source separation had any
advantage over commingled. Mr. McGaughey said that it depends on
the program. For 5-10,000 homes, you do not need a MRF. You
just bring the source-separated materials to a consolidation
point and market. He added that 50-60TPD of recyclables is the
break point where it becomes too expensive to separate at the
truck and a MRF is needed. McGaughey discussed factors which
must be considered in any contract:

1. The tonnage to be handled;

2. Revenue split;

3. Revenues should not be tied to a dollar figure in the
market place because you can not control this;

4. The greater the tonnage processed, the more willing the

company is to share revenues. The downside is the company
must be compensated for any loss. Compensation method
shoud be specified in the contract; and

5. Contract should be written so that input builds to the
expected level over time since the tonnage will not be
there right away.

Mr. McGaughey was asked about plastics. He said from an
operator’s view point, you encourage as many commodities as
possible but from a collector’s view point, you add volume
without adding much weight. He said the price paid for plastic
is going up, especially for PET where the market is mature
(Wellman, Inc.). The market for HDPE is not as mature and the
price which started at $.25/1b. has been going down. Mr.
McGaughey added that he will never put in a granulator for
plastic again. The soap in the HDPE froths the plastic adding so
much air that you can not get enough weight on the truck. This
greatly increases transportation costs. They had to stop
accepting colored HDPE unless they change from a granulator to a
baler. It is important to remember the landfill space that is
saved when considering the value of plastic, he added.

Mr. Chip MacLeod stated it would be more realistic to
negotiate by volume. Mr. McGaughey agreed but said that nobody
is ready to do that yet.

Dr. Alter asked how the company copes with changes in the
waste stream. Mr. McGaughey said that so far, there have been no
changes in day-to-day operations as a result.

The status of the CRInc facilities in Montgomery and Prince
George’s Counties was discussed. Prince George’s County is in
final contract negotiations with CRInc. Another contractor is
constructing the building. Montgomery County has a signed
contract. CRInc is half way through the permitting process and
expects to be operational by July 1991.
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Mr. McGaughey ended by responding that a typical turn-key
operation MRF processing 50-60TPD of mixed containers and 60-
80TPD of paper (exclusive of the building) will cost
approximately $2 million. He will send more information and a
video describing CRInc’s operating MRF's.

Dr. Alter continued by proposing a discussion of regional
MRF’s in a future session. Mr. Michael Taylor, when asked about
the mid-shore region’s plans, responded that Talbot County will
have the regional landfill. The location for a regional MRF is
still in the proposal stage. Queen Anne’s County has made a
strong case citing its proximity to markets and ability to back-
haul recyclables from the landfill in Talbot County. Dr. Alter
reported on a regional plant in Connecticut which wanted
compensation for hosting a regional facility. A regional
facility can be a tough approach but may have economic and
environmental advantages.

He added that BEZNER and CRInc are not the only contractors
involved with MRF's. They are just better at marketing
themselves. They have done a good job in Rhode Island. The
technology has been around for a long time, however, how you put )
it together is an art. W

The summary on the market data base survey will be given at
the September meeting.

The next topic of discussion was bans, taxes, and deposits.
Councilwoman Regina McNeill distributed two handouts from the
Maryland Municipal League supporting bottle bill legislation:

1. 1990 Annual Convention resolution; and
2. Federal bill - H.R. 586 - which has been referred to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

Some members of the Council were under the impression that
the Maryland Recycling Act of 1988 prohibited counties from
receiving any credit for recycling materials collected through a
bottle bill. Mr. Ronald Nelson pointed out that this applied
only to local legislation and not to any Statewide bottle bill
legislation. Mr. John Moser pointed out that if you take bottles
out of the recycling equation, you take 70-80% of the revenues.
The pros and cons of bottle bills and the Council’s
recommendation will be debated at the September meeting.

In the case of bans, Dr. Alter reported that in almost
every session of the House, and to some extent the Senate, a bill :
has been introduced regarding bans and they have always been @E
buried in Committee. We should expect no action on the national
level. :

4
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Dr. Dan K. Morhaim advocated full cost accounting. The
cost of an item should include the ultimate cost of disposal.
Currently, the manufacturer using excess packaging does not have
to deal with the disposal costs. Aerosol can manufacturers do
not have to deal with the costs of ozone depletion. He
recommended that the Council draft a document addressing this
issue. Dr. Alter responded that it has been years since most
aerosol cans contained CFC’s. He added that any tax must be
large enough to overcome indifference and modify behavior. Which
behavior do we want to modify? Mr. McLeod brought up the costs
of landfilling. Dr. Alter wondered how tipping fees could be
phased in to make them real user fees. He said that the typical
family generates approximately one ton of waste per year. If the
average tipping fee is $48/ton (hypothetically), the charge to
the homeowner would be $4/month. This is not enough to motivate
a change. 1In addition, this $4 is swamped by the $50-$75/ton
recycling collection costs.

Mr. Nelson added that though recycling will extend landfill life,
landfill operating costs will remain the same and may even
increase. Mr. Michael Gagliardo added that there is no political
impact of extending landfill life from eight years to ten years.
In order to have any impact, you would have to make the costs far
above what anyone would allow. Dr. Alter interjected that
government has been in a habit of providing free disposal
service.

The discussion shifted to how to display the true costs of
disposal to citizens. Listing it as a line item in the budget,
as in Montgomery County, does not do it. Dr. Alter added that
Rockville indicates on the bill a separate charge for sewer,
water, refuse disposal, and county collection charges.

Mr. Thomas Redmond indicated that it is a matter of educating the
general public.

Dr. Alter noted that adding recycling increases disposal
costs. There are two collections. Revenues are unstable and it
is tough to cover costs. Mr. Benson indicated this was true in
the short term. Dr. Alter disagreed.

Mr. Gagliardo stated that a philosophical concept that
NEMWDA has been discussing with counties is that there is a
trade-off between source separation and mixed solid waste
separation or processing. Most urban counties in Maryland are
going to implement curbside collection. Nationwide environmental
awareness is now high, but how long will this last? Will the
future rely on commercial and mixed waste recycling? Dr. Alter
indicated that over the next 5-15 years, curbside collection will
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grow. However, as waste composition changes and adequate
disposal capacity increases, interest in curbside collection will
decrease. He emphasized that curbside collection is not
egalitarian and rural areas and multi-family housing present
problems. He added that history shows that interest wanes
overtime. The Council must address how to overcome this, urged
Dr. Alter. Mr. Benson interjected that the key element is a good
quality end product. Where mixed waste is separated at a
facility, the products can be very contaminated. They are,
therefore, at a disadvantage in a tight market. Dr. Alter added
that the inability to do complete front-end separation of mixed
waste will drive curbside collection. This is a problem which
may be solved in the future with more automated systems.

The discussion was brought back to a point made by Dr.
Alter that disposal capacity would increase in the future. Dr.
Alter explained that there is a perceived landfill crisis because
politicians have been avoiding tough siting problems and shipping
waste out of State and even out of the country. He expects a
bill in the next session of Congress stating that if a State
provides for disposal of 70% of its waste and plans for disposal
of the remaining 30%, it can ban out-of-state waste. The bill {
does not require in-state disposal but other states are going to
stop accepting out-of-state waste once the first does.
Therefore, the states are going to have to provide disposal
capacity in-state. There have been even more draconian measures
introduced in the past in the Senate. This is a political
reality which should be useful at the county level.

Another point brought up by Mr. John Schafer was the fact
that the State mandated recycling and provided no funding.
Mr. Nelson pointed out that the legislature provided no funding
and should reconsider this fact.

The meeting was adjourned at Noon. The next scheduled
meeting will take place on September 17, 1990 from 9:30 a.m. to
4:00 p.m. at the Wye Island Retreat.

{




Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

¢ | State of Maryland

Agenda - September 17, 1990

Note: This meeting will be all day, held at the DNR facility on Wye Island. Check directions!
9:00 a.m. Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes

9:15 a.m. Continued Discussion of Bans, Taxes and Deposits
Discussion of Beverage Container Deposits and Recycling

10:45 a.m. Continued Discussion of Establishing a Markets and Marketing Database -
Conclusions:
® State intercsts - Ron Nelson
® City and County interests - Regina McNeil & John Shafer
® Private Scctor Interests « Tom Redmond

10:30 a.m. Update on Review of County Recycling Plans
Staff Review

11:00 a.m. Report on K-12 School Agenda
. Joan Pitkin

11:30 am. Are there opportunities for replacement of packaging?

11:50 am. Old Business
: Staff report on pending Executive Orders

12:00 n. Lunch
1:00 p.m. Re-Convene for Discussion of Future Plans
1:00 pm.  Determining the Economic Feasibility of Recycling Plans

1:30 p.m. New Business and Future Topics
® new construction requirements for recycling
® drivers for phasing in user fees
® rceycling without changing current practices in SW management
@ recycling as an economic development tool
o promoting regionalization
® CONEG waste reduction recommendations
@ participation in southeast waste coalition (Maryland is a member)

2:30 p.m, Re-doing the Work Plan for 1991 - Bring your copy!

® 30pm Adjoum




Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling
Minutes

Date: September 17, 1990
Time: 9:00 a.m.
Place: DNR facility on Wye Island

Attending Members:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, U.S. Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Michael A. Gagliardo, NE Maryland Waste Disposal Authority

Mr. James F. Katcef, Food and Beverage Industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, General Public

Mr. Ronald Nelson, Maryland Department of the Environment

Dr. Michael J. Pelczar, Environmental Community

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland General Assembly

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., Automotive Recycling Industry

The Honorable John W. Schafer, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. Larry Hayward, Amoco Corporation

The Honorable Gerald Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service
(Representing Mr. George Perdikakis)

Members Absent:

Mr. George T. Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., Food and Beverage Industry
The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Mr. Barry F. Scher, Giant Food, Inc.

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Chip MacLeod, MACO

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, convened the meeting at
9:45 a.m. The meeting opened with a discussion of the costs and
benefits of deposits and buy-back programs. The Council is not
in agreement on this issue with varying degrees of sentiment for
and against the use of either.




o <N

Page 2

It was suggested that the best ways to stimulate recycling
is to give people incentives to recycle. John Schafer stated
that people are picking up cans because there is profit in them
and they are easy to collect. Senator Winegrad pointed out that
New York is.having windfall profits with their program.

Dr. Alter suggested that an effective recycling program is more
efficient. Senator Winegrad stated that no state that issued a
bottle tax has ever repealed the tax. Dr. Alter added that 30
states have voted against having a tax in the first place. <Joan
Pitkin added that some states passed similar laws. Ms. Pitkin
added that people are in favor of mandatory recycling. There was
disagreement on this point because people will generally answer
"yes" if asked this question. The best way to get an honest
answer would be to ask if their neighbor would say "yes."

Mr. Ronald Nelson stated that the Legislature must act
quickly and decide what it wants to do concerning mandatory
recycling, bottle taxes, etc. This must be determined before the
counties put money into capital investments. These elements will
determine where the counties will put their money. Senator
Winegrad asked if there should be a deposit on batteries.
Mr. Nelson asked Mr. Tom Redmond that if they were required to @
pay for batteries, would they collect them. Mr. Redmond stated
that junk dealers would like to have a fund built into the price
of the car.

It was stated that we need to create incentives to recycle
and there is a cost of having litter; a cost to pick up the
litter. Dr. Alter stated that there are various kinds of
incentives that modify usual behavior of the things we can relate
to. 1In California, they make their money available for grants.
Additional money is paid into the State fund. For every glass or
beverage container that is generated or brought -into the State,
the money is put into this fund. Each year, many of the non-
profit groups put in proposals for the money. Dr. Alter added
that in California, you go back to the store where you made your
purchase. They are required to put up a redemption center.

There is one redemption center for a certain percentage of

people. His understanding is this is not happening because you

have to rent space and if you are in a shopping center location,

space is very expensive. The State has a buy-back value for

every container. The redemption center must pay this. The idea

of the redemption value is that if the return rate falls below a
target, they raise the return value. Californians state that the
system is such a mess you can not make heads or tails out of it.

Glass is a surplus in California. The other states, however, |
have a direct loss to the consumer, cost of the recycling a
centers, cost of the bottles, cost of the landfill, and the cost

of disposal. You have to maintain the waste system.
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Dr. Morhaim asked what the incentive is to take a glass
bottle to a recycling center if you do not get value for it. It
was discussed that most people think recycling is good. Right
now, the motivation is high among people. It was stated that
some girl scouts were literally fighting over picking up bottles
and cans in public parks for the deposit. Senator Winegrad
stated that the majority of people want to recycle. What the
people are saying to the government more than anything is give us
curbside. They want it to be as easy as possible, they just want
to put it outside and have it picked up. Government would rather
have drop-off centers because they are cheaper, aone day per month
with limited hours of operation. Whether bottles and cans are
recycled either 1% or 100%, it is a recovered amount from solid
waste. Something that does not deteriorate or break down in
landfills, creates problems in incinerators and that if the
bottle bills have been effective in nine states that the deposit
is something we should look at. The second comment would be if
we looked at each part of the solid waste stream, counties might
go for just one high-bulk item, like composting. Finally, he
stated, nothing works as well as an economic incentive. People
are picking up bottles and cans because of deposits. They are
not out there picking up cardboard or plastic containers.
Reducing solid waste litter is one of the small parts of it. It
was discussed that having a redemption center that accepts all
recyclables gives people an incentive to bring their waste in and
get money. It does not become competitive, it becomes something
that draws people that otherwise would never recycle into the
redemption center. It was agreed that curbside recycling will
not replace recycling centers entirely, particularly in rural
areas you need redemption centers. Curbside is never going to
include all households. John Schafer stated that each county
needs to go with volunteerism to make 15-20%. Many homes are too
small to have separated recyclables. Senator Winegrad stated
that the major problems with high-density population areas is
that they do not have the room to store 100 bottles. It creates
a health problem and it attracts roaches and rodents. It was
stated that the bottle industry has done a great job of
recovering glass even before any laws for recycling. Now people
are talking about a bottle bill. It does not seem fair. The
most expensive method of solid waste management is collection.
Seventy percent of total cost is collecting. There was a study
conducted between New York and Vermont. One large state and one
small state, one rural state and one mixed economy state. The
conclusion was that it costs 2 1/2 to four times more for
recycling programs than it does with states that have deposit
legislation. It was agreed upon that we need to make it worth
the public’s while to recycle.
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It was stated that resource reduction is in direct conflict
with recycling. The Council agreed to talk more about resource
reduction and motivations to resource reduction.

The Council discussed whether mandatory deposits on beverage
containers fit into an integrated system of solid waste
management and recycling. Senator Winegrad stated that nine
states chose mandatory deposits and they have not been appealed.
Having conveniences built into the system and having people
participate are essential in getting recycling to work. Once
people begin to participate and they are encouraged and rewarded,
more people will do it because of a sense of obligation.
Encouragement and positive thinking are essential to improve our
environment. Dr. Alter added that the key to these things is not
that we are in favor, but is your neighbor in favor of recycling.

It was agreed upon that if we get the public to recycle and
meet this 20% goal, we better do something ourselves, with our
delegates and county offices. With technical training, market
development and a continuation of training recycling can succeed.
We need to provide money to help the counties do data base and (]
the technical market developments. ‘

Mr. Chip MacLeod and Councilman Schafer reported on the
"Follow-Up Report of Advisory House Subcommittee on the Role of
State and MDE’'s Office of Waste Minimization and Recycling
(OWMR)." The initial report was issued to all jurisdictions for
comment. A copy of these findings may be obtained by contacting
MDE. ©Some of the findings included recommendations of OMWR's
role in recycling implementation, and some varied general
comments. After this presentation, Mr. Nelson commented on
several points. He stated that MDE will review recycling plans.
The State does not know where and what the markets are at this
time, and many counties do not want to share this .information.
He added that for this reason, a data base may not be effective
because the State would like to see counties with stable long-
term markets and not moving from one to another. Mr. Nelson
stated that the State is looking to bring markets to Maryland and
to establish a system for helping small counties. Mr. Redmond
added that the private sector would like to receive information
on the grants. Mr. Nelson stated that the counties are studying
two issues; what to count, and how to count recyclables.

Dr. Alter added that two questions must be answered first; what
information is needed, and how does it get delivered?

Senator Winegrad had information from Pennsylvania on their
recycling practices. He also read from an article about computer 'j
data base uses. Mr. Michael Taylor interjected that the

"Maryland Recycling Directory," distributed by MES, provides much

of the mentioned information.
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Mr. Nelson stated that it is safer for a municipality to fix
into a market rather than to play in the market like a stock
broker. Dr. Alter added that counties need legislation to give
them help in avoiding some of the loop holes of contracts. It
was stated that the biggest problem that counties have with
developing any system is funding. There was a discussion of the
various funding mechanisms that are available to counties,
landfill fees, etc.

Joan Pitkin reported on recycling in schools. She reported
that Gary Heath and herself spoke to most of the school systems
and approximately 15% have recycling. Teachers commented that
the children are enthusiastic, they just need the opportunity to
recycle. MES has given grants to schools and has set up used oil
recycling programs. Dr. Alter stated that he is worried about
the accuracy of the information used in school curriculums.
Suggestions for education and promotion were made by many of the
Council members (writing workshops, recycling month, etc.).
Pennsylvania was discussed as a major source of information about
school curriculum. Dr. Morhaim has placed over 2,300 photos in
schools for environmental awareness. Mr. MacLeod stated that
telling kids where they can get involved locally is the most
important aid that we can provide. One member suggested that
students be used in recycling centers. It would be productive
for the community and good for the kids. Ms. Pitkin agreed to
write a report on this information.

The Council moved to a discussion of economic feasibility of
recycling plans. Dr. Alter stated that it is most important that
counties use the same counting system. Mr. Nelson stated that
MDE is going to develop a uniform reporting form and will be
developing regulations concerning what can be counted. There is
much disagreement in the counties. Many times, materials are
counted two or three times. Private companies da not want to
tell the State what they are doing. Dr. Alter stated that
materials that traditionally are entered into the solid waste
stream should be counted. Mr. Nelson added that the State will
work with counties to determine what they can count.

The Council moved to a discussion of future agendas, the
work plan, and the role of the Council. Senator Winegrad
requested that sections on tires, appliances, and deposits be
added to the work plan. The members were asked to prioritze what
they wanted to discuss under the "New Business and Future Topics"
of the agenda.
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The Council began a discussion of other states’ programs.
It was stated that Wisconsin is looking to prohibit 13 recyclable
items from landfills by 1995. Much of their money goes into
market development, grants, manufacturer rebates, loans, etc.
Senator Winegrad questioned why Baltimore can not curbside
recycle. Cincinnati, Ohio, has 100,000 people curbside
recycling. Dr. Alter suggested that we should target people who
want to recycle and not expend resources on groups that
traditionally do not recycle. It was mentioned that Southeast
Waste Coalition received a grant for solid waste management.
Mr. MacLeod agreed to bring more information on this to future
Council meetings. |,
Dr. Alter stated that he has not received feedback from the two
letters that the Council sent to the Governor. He also asked for
comments on the style of the work plan. Ms. Pitkin stated that
the Legislature will not react until the Council reacts on
recycling topics. For future meetings, Dr. Alter recommends that
the Council discuss fiscal matters bhefore anything else.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m. The next meeting is
scheduled for October 1, 1990 from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon at the
Maryland Municipal League.
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Minutes
Date: October 1, 1990 -ﬁ}
Time: G008 ai *
Place: Maryland Municipal League Py

Attending Members:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, U.S. Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Michael A. Gagliardo, NE Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, General Public

Mr. Ronald Nelson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., Automotive Recycling Industry
Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Giant Food, Inc.

Mr. Bill Burroughs, Procter & Gamble, Polysource

Mr. George T. Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

Members Absent:

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., Food and Beverage Industry
‘ Mr. Chip MacLeod, MACO
Mr. James F. Katcef, Food and Beverage Industry
The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland General Assembly"
The Honorable John W. Schafer, Maryland Association of Counties
Mr. Larry Hayward, Amoco Corporation
The Honorable Gerald Winegrad, The Maryland State Senate
Dr. Michael J. Pelczar, Environmental Community

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Department of the Environment

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, convened the meeting at 9:45.
Dr. Alter explained that the minutes of the last meeting will not
be available at this time due to the many meetings and events
that the Office of Waste Minimization and Recycling took part in
since the September 17, 1990 meeting.

Mr. Nelson stated that the week following the last session
MDE conducted a whole day session devoted to recycling at the
State’s periodic Local Government Assistance Conference (LGAC).
The LGAC was attended by County Department of Public Works
‘ people, planners, Health Departments, Environmental Department
people, and many of the military facilities. There were over 100
people in attendance. The day was devoted to recycling with a
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panel discussion at the end of the meeting. Some of the counties
participated and talked about some of the issues that were
discussed in the LGAC meetings. There was a discussion of
regulations on what will count as recycled material. MDE
believes that recycling must make economic sense. Whatever the
counties do should make sense and they should not be doing things
just to meet State goals. We also talked about how to deal with
volume percentage of reduction. TLast week, the whole meeting at
ELG was devoted to the issue of solid waste management as well as
recycling. This group is made up of the environmental community
and citizens associations, academia, etc. Mr. Neélson then
referred to Mr. Benson to expand on these and other pProjects
being implemented by the Office of Waste Minimization and
Recycling.

Mr. Nelson explained that the LGAC was targeted toward
recycling and solid waste people, and as a result, “20% of -the- 24
County Recycling Coordinators attended.

This was the first time that we all gathered to discuss the
Maryland Recycling Act. Two issues discussed were,

1) What qualifies under the law? Mr. Sandy Shapiro, Cambridge
Scrap and Metal, talked about that issue. Many county
coordinators responded with questions regarding:

A) scrap materials, because under the law, it does not
qualify; and

B) entering materials back into the market, i.e., back
yard composting.

2) The other issue concerned how the State is going to
require the counties to verify tonnages. A committee was
put together to develop a form for processors and recyclers
to use. It will prevent double-counting and provide one
standard form to make it easier for the counties to provide
documentation. On October 11, 1990, the Governor will be
going to Phoenix Recycling. Immediately following, through
the generosity of Giant Food, the State received igloos
that we are establishing as a State-operated drop-off
program. This will utilize State Highway, private sector,
and MDE vehicles to service the drop-offs in Carroll,
Baltimore, and Harford Counties. If there are
any further questions, please contact MDE. The Office of

Waste Minimization and Recycling was involved in was the
Maryland Executive Branch Recycling meeting. Secretary ﬁi
Walsh, Mr. Perdikakis, Mike Gagliardo, and representatives

from DGS and DEED attended. The last meeting was

September 20, 1990 the next will be on October 17, 1990.
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This is an opportunity for the Executive Branch to coordinate so
as to avoid duplication.

Dr. Alter referred to the LGAC and the report from MACO and
MMI: with respect to coordination. It is evident that with over
100 people at LGAC that people want to do this. What can the
Council -do to help encourage this? Mr. Nelson stated that
everyone wants to get into the
act in some fashion. Some quick in and out programs, some
programs that bring recycling to the forefront, but end and there
is a pick up. He referred to a paper article about Valu Food
working with Alcoa to recycle in schools. The money will go into
the Chesapeake Bay Foundation. This effort is cutting into the
recycling of white collectables. His concern is the lack of
coordination and the impact to counties trying to meet their
goals. The more groups that get involved, the more difficult it
is for the counties to count on some of these profits.

Mr. Nelson suggested that some of these problems be brought
before the Council and discussed.

Mr. Nelson gave an example of what is being discounted in
counties. The State will have difficulty determining how
involved private industry is because in many cases, they have no
desire or intention of reporting this to the State. The counties
are counting on these tonnages and they have competition in their
JuElsdi ethifon 4

Mr. Hollinger asked why do we have to compete? Mr. Nelson
stated, .with a request to George Perdikakis to interject, that if
counties are trying to locate markets and lock the market in for
the long-term, then once you are in the business of solid waste,
it is not a matter of not wanting more solid waste, but a matter
of needing it to function. If everyone is competing, these
revenues may go somewhere else. Mr. Hollinger asked why Giant
can not give its paper to the counties. Mr. Nelson replied that
if the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, for example, is involved with
Valu-Food in a collection program and the school children are
going to collect it, then the money is going to the Chesapeake
Bay Foundation and not to the counties. This will go out of the
waste stream into the Bay Foundation as a non-profit donation.
The counties are trying to lock in a contract with a guaranteed
input and then they will not have adequate tonnages anymore.

Dr. Alter stated that if all kids take their cans to school,
then the school benefits, and recycling benefits, but the county
has accounted for these recyclables and they are gone. This will
make costs go up. Also, there is only so much to recycle and you
have many parties trying to take part which will cause a shake-
up and companies will get out of recycling for a variety of
reasons. When they give up on recycling, it will all come back
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to the county. If the county begins to accumulate more and more,
they will have to restart a program. This is costly.

Mr. Perdikakis added that this will only be recognized when
the counties run these projects as enterprises and whatever they
spend must be recovered with a tipping fee. They are going to
have to publically acknowledge that there is no General Fund or
any other fund going into solid waste management. The county is
going to run it and they are going to charge whatever it takes to
accomplish this. Communities will realize that they will have to
work with the county government. The small counties may have to
hire private industry. Many counties support solid waste
management through General Funds and they will not charge a
tipping fee because voters will not support it. That is the
wrong approach.

Dr. Dan Morhaim stated that the reality throughout the State
is that there is limited recycling; we should not talk about
these programs as if they were mature programs. This is still a
hypothetical problem. There are not alot of oppertunities for
recycling. He stated that there is no choice. People are
collecting and keeping things in garages because they do not know
where to put it. We are not to the stage of worrying about too ‘a
many choices. ‘

Mr. Bill Burroughs stated that not a week goes by when he
does not get a call from a small entrepreneur that wants to know
how he can get into the business and also from people who wanted
to put in 50 to 100 recycling centers in churches, etc. They
would provide the service but would sell the materials. This is
on a larger scale then mentioned "one time events."

Mr. Nelson pointed out that since Maryland passed the
Recycling Act, most people have lost track. It is no longer a fun
and glitzy thing to do. It is now a mandatory business to get
into. The Legislature is ready to change the recycling laws
because people are recycling, forgetting that they set 1994 as
the date for getting heavily into the recycling business. It is
unfortunate that we may have over one million people by July
involved in curbside recycling, and have an opinion here that
there is no recycling. If we do not believe it, no one is going
to believe it. If you keep interferring with the market and do ‘
not have some kind of control, recycling is not going to work. |
Mr. Hollinger asked if Mr. Nelson can give the chain of events,
for those who do not know what happens to waste once it gets to a
cofflection ;paints

Mr. Nelson said that there are all different set-ups that ':
handle recycling. Giant Food will have something different than
other places. Mr. Barry Scher, of Giant Food, agreed.
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Mr. Perdikakis explained that aluminum is a very expensive
commodity; glass is very hard to get high quality, specific
colors, etc. You do not have that much money coming in.
Newsprint, nobody wants. Mixed paper, some companies take this
with the hope that they get enough cardboard which has a value of
$33 or $34/ton. But no one is making a great deal of money. The
entrepreneurs are trying to survive and anticipate that this is
eventually going to make money. Newspaper is down. In
Montgomery County, the person who collects newsprint is now
saying he can not take it because the price is low. Overlea High
School, which the Governor kicked-off a recycling program, is
doing great but they are not making money.

Mr. Hollinger asked what happens to the recyclables.
Mr. Perdikakis said they are getting rid of them but sometimes at
a loss. Dr. Alter added they go to brokers. Aluminum goes to
Richmond, steel goes to Bethlehem Steel (gross $50 per ton minus
transportation).

Mr. Perdikakis reported that at the Texas Facility, MES has
been working for a month to find out the right size for mixed
glass, but the value is low. In Baltimore County, the glass goes
into a landfill. If you do not take the volume out of the
stream, then we reduce its volume and put it in a lamnelf L1 | | EE
we put it in the landfill, it costs us $40 because that is what
we would charge businesses for bringing us trash. We want this
material out of the stream to save the space.

Dr. Alter proposed that we move on and think about what is
the highest value use of each material. There will be a time
when the highest valued use will be burning or burying.

Mr. Nelson explained that the Environmental Matters
Committee (EMC) asked MDE to brief them on what the State is
doing in regards to recycling. He explained that they had a few
comments concerning why we are not doing certain things fast
enough and some discussion about if the State is going to propose
additional legislation, container taxes, or a bottle bill. He
stated that he is not at liberty to discuss the proposed
legislation before the Governor is notified. A delegate at the
EMC stated that the bureaucracy was holding back the development
of a de-inking plant that was promised to his jurisdiction from
Southeast Paper. Southeast was testifying with the newspaper
industry saying that they would do it if the State did not pass a
newspaper bill. The State contacted Southeast Paper and MDE has
a letter from them stating that they studied the market and it
would not be feasible. EMC will be inviting the Governor's
Advisory Council to speak to them. Mr. Perdikakis dispelled a
rumor that he was supporting a bottle bill. Dr. Alter stated
that he will be writing a letter to the Governor on this subject
and that he will submit it to the GAC for review and comment.
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Mr. Hudnet made a statement that newspaper, in many
circumstances, is bundled and sent to Baltimore RESCO for
incineration. Dr. Alter added that you must have markets first,
then the plan follows. Municipalities generally want to reduce
costs so they look for single long-term high-priced markets and
the highest value use of each market. Sometimes, this is
incineration for paper. This is hard to sell when it does not
count for recycling. Mr. Hollinger added that the only way to
know the best way to dispose of a waste is to do an environmental
impact statement of the waste stream. Mr. Perdikakis stated that
we can not afford to have newsprint go into incineration plants.
Dr. Alter stated there is so much going on in private sector
recycling that is not counted. He stated that the recycling
plans are made with a great deal of enthusiasm, but not much
knowledge of what is in their waste. Dr. Alter added that many
counties and municipalities state that if you recycle you avoid
the cost of disposal (if the tipping fee is $40 then you avoid
$40). This belief is not true because the avoided cost is
applied and you are ignoring that there are fixed costs.

Counties are using a paper transfer for accounting, like

depreciation. In the future they will go into deep financial
depression. They are crediting themselves with a savings that -
they are not getting. Qm

Mr. Perdikakis stated that this may be true with urban
counties, but Baltimore City/County, and Montgomery County, which
have to pay landfill costs, the avoided cost becomes greater then
what they pay now. When Baltimore City/County say they are
spending $50 million for solid waste, it does not include
cleaning streets which is supported through motor vehicle
revenues, etc. Baltimore City has no bonds outstanding for solid
waste with the exception of BRESCO.

Mr. Gagliardo stated that the $61 tipping fee in Baltimore
County is set so that costs cover expenses plus they are setting
aside a fund for future landfill closings. Baltimore City/County
are not working with this system. Mr. Perdikakis refers to a
document that states that it costs $161 ton to operate Pulaski
Incinerator. Dr. Morhaim stated that the State may be able to
encourage markets to develop in Maryland with industrial revenue
bonds and other support.

Dr. Alter used a diagram to explain what happens
economically as each new firm is opened. The curve is a step
function. Supply is constant, but not on the same function and
this causes uncertainty. Mr. Burroughs interjected that the
State can improve recycling by stating that facilities must be
sited, NMBY does not work. Mr. Nelson replied that the *m
Legislature will not let this happen. Mr. Burroughs stated that
Florida does this and when his company went there, Florida gave
them a package to ease them into business. Dr. Alter commented
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that there are things that the State and counties can do to
alleviate resistance to plants. Mr. Hollinger asked, even if the
de-inking plant capacity is there, is it better to recycle papers
vs. cutting down trees to make paper and then burning it
afterward. Mr. Perdikakis added that a de-inking plant will come
to Maryland if the price of crude oil keeps going up.

Mr. Hollinger stated that if the price of energy goes up then it
may be better economically to burn paper for power.

Mr. Perdikakis referred to an idea of Dr. Alter and himself to
burn tires to produce steam for a de-inking plant. Mr. Burroughs
added that if the price of recycled paper were lower than virgin
paper then this would be a driving force to put plants in.
Presently, there is a negative driving force and the only thing
that moves people to recycle paper is legislation requiring a
percentage.

Dr. Alter suggested that with newspapers, the capacity is
full so this causes the price to go down along with the fact that
we are competing with Europe for Asian markets. He added that
legislation in Congress states that there should be a system of
tradeable permits for recycled credits on newspaper and we are
going to count imports. Fifty-five percent of U.S. newsprint
comes from Canada. He stated that it is impossible to keep an
accurate count. Dr. Morhaim suggested that we look at this bi-
regionally. We must locally process our own trash. He added
that academia should put an emphasis on developing new processes
for recycling. Dr. Alter suggested that before developing new
processes, you first must look into what has been done and what
you are faced with. Dr. Alter addressed the suggestion of source
reduction, by stating that people continually complain that they
do not like plastic and want alternatives.

Mr. Hollinger asked, "would we be better off as a country if
we went back to a returnable bottle system?" He stated that from
literature 8 to 10 uses from a bottle is the best alternative.
Dr. Alter disagreed saying that with returnables you have the
most costly variable to contend with, which is transportation.

He also offers to provide Mr. Hollinger with information on the
environmental impact of various transportation systems.

Dr. Alter moved to the agenda item related to county recycling
plans.

Mr. Scher reviewed Frederick County’s plan_stating that
Frederick County, with its 150,000 population, has not developed
anything new. Their initial concern is funding and markets.
They are looking to develop regional markets. They are
landfilling, limited recycling, and studying incineration and
mechanical separation. They handle white goods, paper, tires,
and aluminum. They are studying sewage sludge and land-clearing
debris. To meet the State’s goal, the county is going to have a
pilot project in July 1990, which will expand to Phase II in
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January 1992, then county-wide by July 1997. Long-range plans
are to have a central processing facility. The counties desired
methods of funding are to increase tipping fees, look for State
assistance, use General Funds, and implement a special tax.
Their recovery percentage will be 40%.

Mr. Gagliardo reported on the three Maryland shore programs;
Caroline, Queen Anne’s and Talbot. These counties are examining
planning on a regional basis. The two biggest concerns are
markets and funding. They will phase in the program with
continuation of the existing programs (white goods and yard waste
composting). Yard waste composting is very practical because if
the county was forced to make use of the compost, then it could
always be used for municipal spreading. They will begin
community recycling with drop-offs because not many places are
conducive to curbside drop-offs. The county can only process a
limited amount of recyclables without an established facility.
These three counties share a landfill which will open on October
15, 1990. They are investigating a regional drop-off facility
and a regional marketing approach. Mr. Perdikakis added that the
most difficult aspect was getting the three counties to work
together and to get them to support this project as an
enterprise. Recycling is part of solid waste management. MES is
in the process of citing a landfill facility closer to Kent
Island to be closer to the markets. It has been very difficult
for MES to convince counties to support this facility through
fees and not through the General Fund. It took 2 1/2 years from'
concept agreement. Dr. Alter emphasized that it takes time for
these projects to develop. Mr. Perdikakis pointed out that this
took total State coordination. MES floated a bond backed by the
State. .MDE issued a permit within one year. He stated that
there is not another department in the country that could do
this. The State politicians also supported this project.

Mr. Tom Redman, Automotive Recycling Industry, reported on
Somerset County. This plan was prepared by MES. The data on the
waste stream composition was limited. The 1987 estimates were
made in yards. The only landfill has no scale. The waste
composition was estimated using National Waste Stream Composition
Surveys from other jurisdictions with similar populations and
demographics. Currently, there are no tipping fees. The new
landfill may have a fee. They have no plans for curbside
collection, with possible drop-off sites for collection. It was
Mr. Redman’s opinion that Somerset County feels That they are
already in compliance with the Maryland Recycling Act. The plan
stated that 19% of the waste is being recycled presently from
crab-picking operations and poultry hatchery waste, which is
being used for fertilizer and pet food. Mr. Perdikakis stated
that MES surveyed Somerset’s waste and found that they missed
their daily estimations by 500%. Between May and September,
instead of recovering 50-60 tons, they received 130-140 tons.
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Mr. Perdikakis also added that while this law is not the best law
ever passed, he does support Somerset in their statement that
they are in compliance with the law. Mr. Nelson stated that MDE
will not comment on the issue of acceptance at this time because
it would not be proper until it has been discussed further. Dr.
Alter reviewed very quickly some of the items that can and can
not be counted. Mr. Perdikakis questioned whether burning tires
counted. Dr. Alter explained that he felt it did not because he
extrapolated from Waste Energy and from the Charles County
report. Mr. Nelson interjected that Charles County is different
in that they have passed an ordinance against a pyrolysis plant.
Mr. Gagliardo stated that tires may fall into the same category
as RDF. Dr. Alter stated that the laws, regulations and rules
can not be specifically written. They must leave room for
negotiations. Mr. Perdikakis added that 70% of crab waste that
Somerset County processes is from other counties. He asked if
the State does not allow this waste to be counted then we seem to
be sending signals that Somerset should not accept this waste.
This would not be consistent with what is the consensus of the
Council which is regionalization. Mr. Alter stated chiad. if the
goal of the law is to reduce the waste destined for the waste
stream, then you should exclude wastes that would not enter the
waste stream. Mr. Redman refers back to the Somerset Plan
commenting that the plan lacks enthusiasm and only projects a 2%
increase in recycling. The only market that predicts a profit is
corrugated cardboard with zero profit for aluminum or glass.

They have a population of 27,000 and a budget of $500,000.

Mr. Gagliardo stated that in Baltimore City/County solid waste is
a problem. In Somerset County, people take care of their own
waste on the farm just like other rural counties. There is also
a lack of basic knowledge on what the waste stream is and,the
quantity. He added that all counties are counting on commercial
recycling. Commercial recycling will continue as long as the
economics are right. He added that Mr. Nelson and MDE will be
developing a reporting form so this can be documented. The two
big issues will be (1) how to document recycling, and (2) how do
you expand recycling.

Mr. Alter stated that with the differences in each county
(i.e., level of sophistication) and the uncertainties, MDE’s job
will be difficult. Coming up with the reporting form will be
difficult. Dr. Alter commented that his real recommendation is
patience and wait for experience. Mr. Perdikakis stated that the
law was developed to allow the large counties to-benefit from
resource recovery facilities. Nothing has been done for these
small counties and adds that Somerset and Garrett are doing great
jobs considering the economics of the counties. Both Somerset
and Garrett are about to put state-of-the-art landfills into use.
He also stated that the Governor should be told that the law is
good but it is unfair to many counties.
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Dr. Alter referred to Dr. Morhaim’s request that more
markets be developed and stated that the industry has gotten bad
publicity in the past because plants have opened and then failed.
RDF still has a bad reputation since 13975. This is something
that recycling must fight.

It was decided that the Council will schedule trips to
BRESCO, Texas, a MRF, etc. The meeting turns to the issue of
fund raising.

Dr. Alter related this issue to user fees, stating that not
all counties utilize user fees. He added that the group should
work out what is necessary in terms of qualitative principals.

Dr. Morhaim referred to the shortfall in the law that
granted no funding. Dr. Alter reminds everyone that the original
law included a funding mechanism that was not written very well
and received little support. Mr. Perdikakis wanted to remind
everyone that the Governor asked, on supplemental appropriations
last year, the General Assembly to supplement some recycling
projects but they were not approved.

Dr. Alter agreed that a user fee that is self supporting is ':
the best answer. He pointed out that the counties may need
interim help and the council should discuss how a county
transitions from a zero user fee to a realistic user fee. People
will experience "sticker shock". Dr. Morhaim suggested that
sticker shock may be needed to cause people to act. Mr. Benson
mentioned as an example Beryl Friel, Kent County. KXent County
never had a tipping fee. This could be a test case to study,
especially with regards to illegal dumping. Mr. Gagliardo stated
that in Montgomery County, transfer stations allow county
residences to dump for free with less than 500 pounds. Also,
they have a drop-off center at the transfer station that people
who live in areas where the County does not provide residential
service can drop-off for free. Mr. Redman suggested that
Somerset County with 25% unemployment, could establish their own
entity and use it as an employment stimulus and make money the
same way the private sector does. Mr. Gagliardo suggested that
Somerset County, with its many small waste collectors, may have
to spend the profits clearing up illegal dumping. Mr. Hollinger
suggested that each resident should get a card that will be
punched every time you bring recyclables to a center. If the
person filled in his/her card, then they would be exempt from the
pick-up fee. There was an agreement that many different ways to
accomplish this goal exist. In the future the council will
discuss this topic. Mr. Nelson stated that two kinds of funding
legislation will be examined this year (1) tipping fees, and (2)
a Statewide container tax. A bottle bill may be looked at. He 0-
added that the major thrust will be a container tax. Small
counties will have difficulty supporting themselves with user L
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fees. Dr. Alter asked if the State has a role in redistributing
funds for recycling. Mr. Nelson suggested that this is why the
State has created MES and NEMWDA which can develop enterprises.
Mr. Scher stated that solid waste will always cost the country
money. It will take State money to sustain many programs
especially in small counties. Mr. Gagliardo addressed the
question, "Who do you collect money from and how is it
redistributed?" He stated that there is a State Water Quality
Facility Fund which uses a revolving fund. A bond issue is set
up to support itself and grants and loans are made to local
governments to plan construction of waste water facilities. He
suggested that this may be something that could be used to fund
recycling and negotiate payment plans. Mr. Nelson pointed out
that the initial money for the Water Quality Fund was federal
money. Dr. Morhaim suggested that everyone look at recycling in
the long run, just as they have done with the Bay and air. These
projects cost but the public thinks they are worth it

The meeting was adjourned at noon. The next scheduled
meeting will take place on November 13, 1990 from 9:00 a.m. until
12:00 noon at the Maryland Municipal League.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

AGENDA

Tuesday, November 13, 1990

8:30 a.m.

BRESCO Waste-to-Energy Facility
Conference Room

1801 Annapolis Road, Baltimore
(Directions and map attached)

Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of
Minutes

Tour of Waste-to-Energy Facility

George Hudnet, Wheelabrator

Discussion Topic "How does waste-to-energy fit
with materials recycling?" '

Mike Gagliardo, NEMWDA

George Hudnet, Wheelabrator

1:0'0'0 saam . Transportation to Phoenix Recycling

10:40 a.m. Tour of Phoenix Recycling’s materials recovery
facility

11:20 a.m. Transport back to BRESCO

12:00 noon Adjourn

Pending Topics in Addition to Executive Order

The Following are in Order or Priority from the September Meeting:

recycling as an economic development tool

recycling without changing practices in solid waste management
new construction requirements for recycling "

possible deposits on appliances, tires, lead-acid batteries

1 INOTE DATE AND LOCATION OF MEETING FOR THIS MONTH BECAUSE OF ELECTION DAY
- UNUSUAL DAY AND LOCATION!!




DIRECTIONS TO BAIFTMORE RESCO
1801 ANNAPOLIS ROAD
BATITMORE, MD
(301) 234-0808

From Downtown Baltimore:

Take Russell Street-south. Exit at "Westpo " At light, make left turn onto
Annapolis Road-north. Travel straight through next light (Monroe Street).
Plant is one block beyond on the right.

From Baltimore/Washingten Parkway:

Take Parkway north into Baltimore City. Exit at "Westport." At stop sign, make
1eft turn onto Annapolis Road-north. Travel straight through next light (Monroe
Street). Plant is one block beyond on the ol e

From Baltimore Beltway (695), East or West:

Take Exit 11-a, "Interstate 95-North, Baltimore." Stay on 95 for about 2 miles.
Exit at "Russell Street." At bottom of ramp, make & right turn. Go straight
through main entrance.

From Interstate 95-South:

Go through Ft. McHenry Tunnel. Exit at 295-scuth. Stay in right lane.
Inmediately exit at "Westport." At light, make left turn onto Annapolis
Road-north. Travel straight through next light (Monroe Street). Plant is one
block beyond on the right.

From Interstate 95-North:
Follew I-95 into Baltimore. Exit at "Russell Street." At bottom of ramp, make
a richt turn. Go straight through main entrance.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling
December 3, 1990

MINUTES

Members in attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, general public

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward, packaging industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry

Mr. James F. Katcef, f.od and beverage industry

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., food and beverage industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, general public

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates

Mr. James Pittman (representing Mr. Richard Collins), Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE)

Mr. John W. Schafer, MACO

Mr. Steven Tomczewski, (representing Mr. George Hudnet), solid
waste industry

Members absent:

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal
Authority

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League

Dr. Michael Pelczar, environmental community

Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., recycling industry

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Others in attendance:

Mr. William G. Burroughs, PolySource, Procter & Gamble
Mr. Chip MacLeod, MACO

The meeting convened with Dr. Alter postponing the
acceptance of the minutes until copies have been distributed.
Dr. Alter announced that Dr. Pelczar has requested not to be
reappointed to the Council. John Schafer may not be able to
continue as a member. This decision will be made by MACO,
however, it was considered to have Ronald Nelson fill
Mr. Schafer’s position.
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Dr. Alter indicated that he recently wrote to the Governor
on a couple of points he would appreciate feedback on dealing
with the Council’s efforts on fulfilling the Executive Order
mandate. Dr. Alter offered to compile the Annual Report and has
requested that MDE provide a copy of what has been done in the
past to.this extent so he can review content and format. '
Dr. Alter also wrote to the Attorney General’s Office. r
Apparently, the Attorney General has published a pamphlet,
"Maryland Consumer Courier," which contained technical and
programmatic errors regarding recycling. Dr. Alter pointed out
these errors in a letter dated November 27, 1990, and a response
has not yet been issued by the Attorney General’s Office.

On the topic of future meetings, all meetings, until further
notice, will be scheduled on the first Monday of each month.
Mr. Pittman reported on the Maryland Recycling Coordinators
Training Program that is going on in Howard County on December 3,
4, and 5, 1990 and on the Waste Management Conference for the
90’s that is scheduled for December 6 and 7, 1990 in Baltimore.

Mr. Schafer indicated that Harford County was looking at (‘
incorporating five communities into their recycling efforts where
the community would maintain the recyclable drop-off location and
the County would service the locations.

Mr. MacLeod indicated that he had attended Delegate Thomas’
recent meeting concerning her proposed solid waste legislation
and that there was reference in that meeting to the Council such
as where does the Council stand on these kinds of things. It has
to be determined whether or not the Council can comment on
proposed legislation and in what way can it comment. It was
stated that the ability to testify on a particular bill may not
be practical, understanding the time constraints involved between
when the bill becomes available and when the hearing is held.

Dr. Alter explained that to his knowledge, the Council has not
been asked to participate in any kind of legislative hearing.
However, if the Council was asked, it would certainly try to
accommodate the requestor. Mr. MacLeod indicated that this may
be a perception problem with the legislature and that we should
try to think of what we can do to overcome that.

Dr. Morhaim suggested that the Council write to the Governor
and offer our services and that we should broaden our
representation on the Council and shared some names of
individuals who may be appropriate to serve on the Council.
Dr. Alter indicated that the decision rests with the Governor to #i
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make these appointments. Delegate Pitkin supported Dr. Morhaim'’s
suggestion that a broader membership is appropriate. Mr. Schafer
indicated, that with respect to community issues over recycling
that the counties should have the lead to deal with these on an
as needed basis.

Raising Revenues for Recycling ‘ ‘ o b sl T e £ W i

Dr. Alter discussed the long-standing question on whether or
not to raise revenues for recycling and how to do such. He also
asked if an allocation formula should be used and should this be
a part of the recommendation. Delegate Pitkin indicated that
pressure may exist from local jurisdictions to raise their own
revenue in this area. Dr. Alter indicated that three options
exist:

1) A waste user fee;

2) Fees absorbed into the jurisdiction’s tax structure that
could be earmarked to local recycling efforts; or

3) A State tax.

It was noted that New Jersey collects a fee on every ton of
waste disposed and refunds it back to the county, however, the
actual mechanics of the New Jersey system were not discussed.
Mr. Pittman indicated that jurisdictions may be better equipped
to generate revenues for these kinds of activities since they
know exactly where they are going, what their resources are, and
what their needs are as their recycling program evolves.

Mr. MacLeod concurred with that assessment.

Mr. Katcef suggested that a broad based tax on everyone that
generates waste may be appropriate. Dr. Alter indicated that
perhaps enhancements to existing funding mechanisms is something
that the Council could recommend. Mr. Hollinger half jokingly
suggested that the county recyclers should be placed on a
commission basis, the point being that local recycling
coordinators, if they do a good job, clearly will be able to
generate additional revenues that had not been generated, and
therefore, it would be a self-sufficient and profitable operation
for the jurisdiction. Mr. Pittman suggested that on this
particular item, the question of whether to raise revenues for
recycling be deferred so we can See where we really are a couple
of years down the road and see where dollars are specifically
needed to help fund recycling efforts. Existing loan and grant
programs are the best vehicle to secure funding.
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Dr. Morhaim felt that the State should give financial
assistance to counties to recycle as a basic premise.
Mr. Burroughs suggested that the State should set goals for
recycling, provide start-up funds, and take whatever political
steps necessary to make recycling happen in all jurisdictions.
Mr. Hayward suggested that any fund allocation to Jjurisdictions

must be equitable and a formula must be.developed to insure this.

Mr. Minutillo indicated that we are really talking about a two-
step process, that a State office has to coordinate from the
cutside and then deal with dispersement of funds subsequently.
Dr. Alter indicated that we should return to this issue at the
January or February meeting and that he is not inclined to
suggest blanket deferral of this question at this time.

November Tour

Dr. Alter asked for comments on what the Council felt
concerning the recent tour at Phoenix Recycling. Mr. Hollinger
made three points:

He was shocked at the small turn-out;

He was not impressed with Phoenix Recycling’s operation and
that technology; and

He was surprised to hear from the BRESCO presentation that
the plastic component taken out of the waste stream does not
significantly effect the BTU value.

Mr. Schafer indicated that the reason most of the Council
members did not attend the tour at BRESCO was because many had
already been there and had a tour in the past.

Delegate Pitkin gave a brief report on her research on
recycling going on in the K-12 school grades. She indicated that
700,00 K-12 students exist in Maryland within 1,200 schools. A
great majority of the students are not actively recycling.
Learning appears to be the focus and active recycling is not very
well developed. Anne Arundel County and, after discussion,
Montgomery County does do some active recycling in the schools.
Two recommendations were offered:

1) Amend the recycling law to require counties to include all
public schools in achieving the recycling goal; and

2) There should be sponsorship of a statewide conference that
involves MDE and Department of Education staff that requires
educators to work with recycling coordinators.
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Discussion continued revolving around how the Board of
Education could be required to get involved in active recycling
in jurisdictions when often they are economists to the
jurisdiction’s system. MDE was asked to check the county
recycling plans and report at the next meeting what the level of
school participation plus other public sector operations are in
the jurisdictions, whether planned or on-=line. Delegate“Pitkin
also asked that MDE find out how much plastics vs. paper (cups

for instance) are used in the schools. MDE was also tasked with
datermining who on the Roard of Education wonld he the
appropriate person to contact relative to Delegate Pitkin’s
recommendations. These recommendations will be sent to the
Council for review and will be discussed at the next meeting.
Once they are finalized, a draft copy of those recommendations
will be provided to the Board of Education to get thei'r input

prior to finalization.

The meeting was adjourned. The next meeting of the Council
is scheduled for Monday, January 7, 1990, at 8:30 a.m. at the
Maryland Municipal League, Annapolis.
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State of Maryland
Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

Harvey Alter, Ph.D.

Chairman
January 12, 1991
N &
TO: Members of the Advisory Council i
FROM: Harvey Alter ﬁ L @ »
R i - 3l
SUBJECT: February 4, 1991 Meeting \ T}Zj
L
s, il g .".Z/
il b g

I regret the snow the day of our January meeting and that many of you-could not
attend but appreciate that a few of you telephoned to say you weren’t coming.

No surprise, we didn’t have a quorum. However, the few of us there spent some time
discussing the interim report draft on bans, taxes and deposits and the paper on raising
revenues. We considered the meeting as a committee of the whole whose recommendations
are subject to approval of the full Council. (That is a fancy way of saying we didn’t make any
final decisions but had good discussion.)

I am enclosing an agenda for the February meeting and an updated draft of the
Interim Report on Bans, Taxes and Deposits. At the January discussion, it was suggested
that a report on funding new programs list possible programs for municipalities and counties
that the State may want to encourage. Please bring your ideas.

Related, I am enclosing information from MES on the State Solid Waste Facility Loan
Acts. Two key points: (1) There is a mechanism in Maryland for funding recycling (and
related activities). (2) The projects for Calendar Year 1990 are all recycling projects.

Last year, we laid a number of foundations. This year, we have a great deal of work
to do. I look forward to seeing you at the February meeting.



State of Maryland

Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

Agenda - February 4, 1991

The meeting will be held at The Maryland Municipal League, 1212 West Street, Annapolis® ~

9:00 a.m.

9:10 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

10:30 a.m.

11:00 am.

11:20 a.m.

11:50 a.m.

12:00 n.

Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes
« Note: We need to approve minutes from September. Come prepared.

Staff’s and Chairman’s Reports
Continued Discussion of Raising Revenues for Recycling and their Disposition
Discussion of Interim Report on Package Bans, Taxes and Deposits (January 1991 draft)

Discussion of Recycling as an Economic Development Tool
« Dan Morhain

Discussion of Recommendation on Education Programs
« K-12, Joan Pitkin
« Higher Education, H. Alter and M. Pleczar

Old and New Business

Adjourn

Pending Topics in Addition to Executive Order

The Following are in Order of Priority from the September Meeting

« recycling as an economic development tool
» recycling without changing practices in SW management
« new construction requirements for recycling
« possible deposits on appliances, tires, lead-acid batteries




State of Maryland

Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Harvey Alter,
Chairman

January 13, 1991

TO: Members of the Advisory Council
FROM: Harvey Alter

SUBJECT: 1990 Annual Report

Attached is a draft of the required 1990 annual report. This is for your review.

The last page lists the appendices; none are included because you have seen all of
them before.

Please review this text and return it to me at the February meeting. If you cannot
attend that meeting, please mail your comments to me by February 5. If there are no major
points for discussion, then the report will not be on the February agenda. If the people
present feel that some sections have to be discussed, then I will make time.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Hit




Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling
January 7, 1991

MINUTES

Members in attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, general public

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority (NEMWDA)

Mr. James F. Katcef, food and beverage industry

Mr. Marcus S. Marx, solid waste industry (representing Mr. George T. Hudnet)

Mr. James Pittman, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) (representing
Mr. Richard W. Collins)

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service (representing Mr. George
Perdikakis)

Members absent:

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward, packaging industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., food and beverage industry
Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, general public

Dr. Michael Pelczar, environmental community

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates
Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., recycling industry

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Others in attendance:

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Department of the Environment

Dr. Alter convened the meeting at 9:15 a.m. with the statement that because of
the small number of participants due to bad weather, this group will act as a
committee to the Council and report on its finding to the full Council.

Dr. Alter has been working with educators at the University of Maryland on the
topic of post-graduate studies in the environmental field. Dr. Alter stated
that he feels that the post-graduate level is the most appropriate setting for
these studies with undergraduate work centering on the more traditional
topics. Dr. Alter will provide a draft of the Council’s Annual Report for the
members at the February meeting.
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Memorandum: Financing Vu

The first topic of discussion for this meeting was the memorandum, "Approaches
to Financing of Existing and Proposed Systems of Solid Waste Recycling."

Mr. Scher requested clarification of the purpose of this section. He stated
that the Food Marketing Institute (FMI) has put together a model bill which
every section has a shopping list of what the State legislators can do. This
bill was developed by VP’'s and presidents of all of the major companies.

Mr. Scher suggested that this section of the report include all pertinent
options for financing programs and to allow the individual county to choose
one or many of these options. Mr. Michael Gagliardo stated that Virginia
Thomas has a draft bill that is similar in that Ms. Thomas has many different
mechanisms for funding. Mr. Pittman interjected that he believes that this
bill will not be introduced in its present form.

Mr. Benson added that the State has put together a booklet, "Funding of County
Recycling Programs," which includes many different options including user
fees, taxes, New Jersey's program, California’s program, etc., and forwarded
this to each county recycling coordinator. Dr. Alter requested information on
the workings of the Solid Waste Fund managed by MES. Mr. Taylor will provide
him with this information. Mr. Pittman stated that the Council should simply
lay out all of the vehicles for funding available to counties and added that
the State is not responsible for making funds available.

Mr. Scher asked if the State is going to find itself in the position to

finance county programs. Dr. Alter stated that the Council must come up with 11
a recommendation. He stated that in his contact with people who are active «L‘
with the Maryland Recycling Coalition, there may have been a premature,
overenthusiastic attitude endorsing the Virginia Thomas bill. These members

stated that they have not actually endorsed it but they are interested in any

bill that will help recycling. When Dr. Alter inquired as to what they

proposed to do with the funds, they had no answer and stated that they will

revisit the issue. Dr. Alter stated that you must refrain from blindly saying

that the State should lend assistance without detailing the types of

assistance and added that any kind of block grants just transfer the burden

from the county to the State and this should not be done. Mr. Pittman stated

that many counties are at different stages of recycling and each county has

its own way of securing funding and knows where they want to go with

recycling. He believes that each county should develop innovative ways of

securing funding but that the State level of activity would not be high in

this area. He stated that the recent Solid Waste Facilities Loan Act provides

for recycling grants, but this is not going to solve all county problems.

These grants are very limited and are typically issued on a one-time basis.

Mr. Taylor stated that this mechanism is in place within the Solid Waste

Facilities Loan Act of 1989 offering a lump sum of four million dollars for

very specific projects even though this is a revolving, zero-interest program.

This could be used for a variety of solid waste activities as long as it is
engineering and design-related. It does not state that the funds may be used

for any planning activity. The counties would like some kind of program that

would provide them with funds to do planning. This money has typically been

used once a county has determined that it will build a MRF and then the money 7
has been used for design and engineering. ﬂ“l
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Much of the money is still available. Most counties are not taking advantage
of these opportunities. Baltimore County has used money for feasibility and
design work for a MRF. Other than limited use, the funds have gone largely
unutilized. Mr. Benson explained that this was due to the fact that counties
are, in many cases, still in the planning stages. Dr. Alter asked for
information on County Solid Waste Plans. Mr. Pittman stated that these ten-
year plans must be reviewed every two years, and submitted to MDE if any
changes or amendments take place, but that the Department has deferred any
enforcement action regarding this in lieu of the requirement for recycling
plans. Dr. Alter suggested that what must be done is to encourage
participation, build infrastructure, and develop markets. Mr. Marx stated
that with an enterprise fund and a user fee, the counties can sustain and
build their programs and the State should develop markets. No State money
should go into collection and processing. Dr. Alter cited a report by the
Office of Technology and Assessment that stated that the only way to assist is
by direct subsidy. They concluded that other options would not work and free
money will. Dr. Alter used tax incentives as an example. New companies do
not need a tax credit because they do not make profits or can "write down’
their profit. They are not paying taxes anyway. Mr. Scher recommended that
the Council suggest options for counties and for the State. Mr. Pittman
suggested that the options should not be developed separately. There should
be one set of options and the State may or may not have a role in each.

Mr. Gagliardo stated that the Authority has been involved with the problem of
financing and the best way to address this question is to first ask what the
money will be used for. The counties have stated that they would use the
money for plans. Most of these are nearing completion but now they are left
with a mandate to implement programs. Most of the programs are understaffed
and can not commit time to implementation of recycling centers or programs
because of the amount of time needed to process requests, deal with the
Executive Branch and internal projects, etc. The Authority has tried to
provide the daily, hands-on, technical, extended staff assistance.

Today, a seminar is being held for haulers interested in curbside collection.
Baltimore City wants to use local minority or non-profit organizations for its
hauling. The Authority’s consultants will instruct these haulers on how to
set up curbside recycling and how to develop bids.

The Authority is assisting in the development of correct RFP’s, marketing
education, etc. Many counties may find that they have restrictions on selling
materials. The Joint Task Force is looking to set up an enterprise fund.

They will need assistance. Mr. Gagliardo suggested that MDE and MES have a
system like the Authority which will provide consultants for a variety of
problems. Also, develop peer match programs. Mr. Benson added that while
there needs to be improvement and expansion, this type of assistance is taking
place. MDE breaks down the State into regions and people are assigned to each
region.

The State has conducted a training program and we have continued to provide
feedback on the development and implementation of recycling plans. The
training programs will continue as well as workshops. MDE staff, acting as
consultants, constantly speak with private groups. Dr. Alter felt that the
State should pay for travel costs, etc., and also should act as a coordinator
of consultants and county offices. This program in which the State would have
a ready list of consultants, possibly on contract, was agreed upon by all
parties.
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It was stated that an enterprise fund is very much like private industry in
that it must be solvent and self-sufficient. Anne Arundel County pays for
their program through tipping fees and by fees from homeowners on the routes.
It was agreed that one of the biggest problems with instituting financing
programs is "sticker shock." People who go from paying nothing to paying
$25-$30 per ton will be upset. Mr. Benson stated that they will realize
sticker shock when then have to site a new landfill at $500,000 or more an
acre. Mr. Taylor pointed out that we have a "sticker shock" test case when
the Midshore Landfill goes from $0 to $25 per ton (Queen Anne's County has a
tipping fee but it is much smaller than $25).

Discussion and Recommendations

Mr. Scher referred to page nine, paragraph one, last sentence of the handout
titled, "Discussion and Recommendations." He stated that the averages

(3.5 and 4.2) for diverted material will be lower because recycling is already
going on presently. Dr. Alter responded by pointing out that these figures
are based on the "absence" of recycling programs. 85Z was used as a midpoint
of past experiences. Mr. Benson cited a recent study by Gershman, Brickner &
Bratton, Inc. (GBB) between Anne Arundel County’s curbside collection program
and Islip Long Island’s curbside collection program with the bottle bill to
compare waste steams. Dr. Alter is very interested and will examine this
document for insight. Mr. Scher added that the Frozen Food Manufacturers
Institute is doing an intensive study on package reduction. Dr. Alter stated
that he has requested many times that the packaging industry provide
information on package reduction. The weight of packaging has reduced
considerably. It is understood that much of this reduction was not done for
waste reduction, but the reduction is high. He added that traditional forms
of packaging are going down and aluminum and plastic are going up, but total
packaging is going down.

He stated that the idea of tradition has caused Maine to ban certain packages
that make no sense to ban because they are very good packaging. Dr. Alter
added that all packaging is being reduced, including pelletizing and wrapping,
etc. Mr. Scher has offered to provide information to Dr. Alter on packaging.
Mr. Gagliardo stated that economics will drive packaging and the tax on the
packaging would have to be great enough to cause the manufacturers to change.
It was agreed that manufacturers are aware of the environment as an issue and
as a selling point, but to what degree is uncertain.

Mr. Pittman asked what is the preference of most people, paper or plastic, and
how do they make their determination. Mr. Scher stated that plastic
outdistances paper everywhere. In metropolitan settings, it is very close to
1002. Plastic is much cheaper. Mr. Scher also stated that the reusable bags
are catching on very quickly (mesh bags). The mesh bags were developed to be
placed in the normal plastic bag holders because they need productivity.
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Dr. Alter stated that the draft of the Annual Report will be prepared and
calculated. He also suggested that the State and environmental community
create a big show at the General Assembly to display what is happening with
recycling throughout the State and what needs to be done. This also applies
to the Annual Report. He would like to show a lot of activity and envisions
the Report being lengthy.

On a separate issue, Dr. Alter asked for a clarification from the Department
of Agriculture as to whether grass clippings should be removed from lawns.

The meeting was adjourned. The next meeting of the Council is scheduled for
Monday, February 4, 1991, at 9:00 a.m. at the Maryland Municipal League.




SOLID WASTE FACILITY LOAN ACTS

Solid Waste Facilities Loan of 1983 ($4,000,000)

- 50% grants or loans for Feasibility
- 87-1/2% grants or loans for construction
- 100% allowed for State facilities

Solid Waste Facilities Ioan of 1986 ($500,000)

- 50% grants or loans for feasibility
-- $200,000 limit per facility or system

- 50% grants or loans for design and construction
-— $250,000 limit in this category

- 100% grants or loans (limit for feasibility - $350,000)
-- state facilities
-- Regional facilities
-- Project with waste-to-energy component

Recycling Loan of 1988 ($500,000 - for recycling only)

- 80% grants for feasibility
-- $100,000 limit per facility

- 80% grants or 50% loan for design and construction
-— $250,000 limit per facility

Solid Waste Facilities Loan of 1989 ($4,000,000)

- 50% reimbursable grants for feasibility and design
-- $700,000 limit per facility

- 100% (with $1,000,000 limit)
-- state facility
-- Regional facility
-- Facility or system with recycling component
-- Facility or system with waste-to-energy component

- Special condition
- Recipient will repay funds

File: D:\W\SWFL\SWFLSUM 8/25/89
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BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS
APl L 4Ly 19Yi0

Secretary's Agenda

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES -

MARYLAND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE:

(Continued)

The projects for the calendar year 1990 are as follows:

Jurisdiction

v/ Bowie

v Prince George's County
v/ Anne Arundel County

/" Leonardtown

Takoma Park

Anne Arundel County
Prince George's County
Howard County
Cheverly

Baltimore City
Taneytown

Queen Anne's County
Sykesville
Annapolis

Indian Head

Carroll County

Kent County

Description

Construction of Recycling
Facility

Yard Waste Composting
Construction of Materials
Recycling Facility
County Office Materials
Collection

Curbside Collection Program
Curbside Recycling Containers
Wood Waste Recycling Equipment
Mobile Recycling Truck

Yard Waste Composting Equipment
Curbside Collection Equipment
Recycling Storage Building
Materials Collection Vehicle.
Curbside Collection Equipment
Materials Processing Equipment
Curbside Collection Equipment
Office Paper Recycling

Pilot Recycling Collection

TOTAL

Level of

Assistance

$ 85,000.00

25,000.00
50,000.00

5,880.00
38,800.00

24,000.00
25,000.00

L5525 00
38,360.00

3672510 500
10518 9. 0.0
38,720.00
40,000.00
29,720.00
25,000.00
2,206.00
6,000.00

$500,000.00

Board of Public Works Action:

Approved

Wwith Discussion

Disapproved

Deferred

The above referenced item was:

Withdrawn

Without Discussion




Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Maryland Environmental Service
2020 Industrial Drive

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

(301) 974-7281

SOLID WASTE FACILITIES LOAN OF 1986

Governor Secretary

William Donald Schaefer Torrey C. Brown, MD

George G. Perdikakis

Director

Anne Arundel County

Test Program for Curbside Collection of Recyclables - $40,000

Evaluation of recycling systems toO determine how several communities
react to different types of programs and the success of each program. Data
collected will assist the County and other Maryland jurisdictions in
decisions on developing recycling systems. (Approved by Board ef Rublie

Works 1/13/88 __nrnjar‘r underiaa

{]{' Baltimore City

Community Based Drop-off Recycling Frogram — $62,500

Community-based drop-off recycling program for color-sorted glass,

2luminum and newspapers. (Approved by Board of Public Works 2/1/89)

Dorchester County

Landfill Improvements and Evaluation of

Solid Waste Management Alternatives - $50,000

Preliminary engineering for landfill improvements, permitting, and
leachate control for groundwater protection and evaluation of landfill
alternatives. (Approved by Board of Public Works 5/25/88 - prajecl
wrdETwaY )

'@

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683




Garrett County

Landfill - $72,500

Design and develop new landfill. (oRmmepeii-amiimimm—tinimim— o

don s

Queen Anne's County

Recycling Project - $115,000

Final application pending development of recycling plan for Midshore

region. (On priority list approved by Board of Public Works)

Somerset County

Landfill Alternatives - $100,000

InvestigatiogiMely ‘potential | tios inGirnerapings EXStern ) Correctional
Institution, University of Maryland Eastern Shore and Somerset County
solid waste. (Approved by Board of Public Works 1/13/8@) ~—prejeTT
SRy

St. Mary's County

Regional Waste-to-Energy Project - $55,000

Preliminary feasibility analysis of regional waste-to-energy project

for Calvert, Charles and St. Mary's Counties. (Approved by Board of

Public Works 1/13/88 e—piciect—smderas)

(4
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State of Maryland
Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Harvey Alter, Ph.D.

Chairman

February 10, 1,9'91 ", ~Z-'.":”':;:.\
“TO: Members of the Advisory Council : cep 27 199) :*If
FROM: Harvey Alter ‘\_ S '»};
SUBJECT: Preparing for the March 4 meeting \if* LAY ::1!

I was distressed by the discussion at our February meeting concerning the report on
package restrictions. Although the Council approved the draft report to be sent to the
Governor (with instructions for a few editorial changes), there were still some questions and
dissention. I have made the instructed changes but also have elaborated some of the points,
hopefully to expand on some of the points of dissention.

Let’s try one more -- and last -- time. Enclosed is a copy of a February 9 draft. Please
read it carefully and make certain that you agree. In addition to the elaboration, I have
added more literature cites in the footnotes. My approach is to use the literature cites to
explain the text; the ideas here are not original with the Council but have been expounded
in the academic and government report literature. Related, I have copies of all of these cites
(needless to say) and will share copies with any of you who are interested.

Also enclosed is a draft of an interim report on school programs. I have edited
Delegate Pitkin’s report on grades K-12 (as instructed) and have a report on graduate
programs along the lines discussed at the last meeting. In addition, I have added something
regarding the new federal Environmental Education Act, including taking the liberty of
suggesting some recommendations. You have a copy of that Act in this mailing so please
review it and make certain you agree with these rather benign recommendations.

It is worth reiterating that many of the points in the our charge from the Governor
cannot be addressed or responded to completely in our interim reports. We are responding
in parts and this must be taken into consideration when you review the reports. There is no
reason why we can not return to any of the points in the Executive Order (or other points)
whenever we want to. I firmly believe that if we try to complete any of the complicated points
all at once, we will be so bogged down that there will be a distinct impression of not doing

anything.

I look forward to seeing you on March 4, usual time and place. An Agenda is enclosed.

i




State of Maryland

Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

Agenda - March 4, 1991

The meeting will be held at The Maryland Municipal League, 1212 West Street, Annapolis

9:00 a.m.

9:10 a.m.

9:30 a.m.

12:00 n.

10:30 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

)}R . 11:30 am.

11:50 a.m.

Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes

Staff’s and Chairman’s Reports

Continued Discussion of Raising Revenues for Recycling and their Disposition
» Task Group Leader, Barry Scher

Discussion of Interim Report on Package Bans, Taxes and Deposits (January 1991 draft)
Discussion of Interim Report Education Programs
First Reports on Task Groups

« Economics & Financing, Harry Benson

» Procurement, Mike Gagliardi

» Waste Reduction, Paul Hollinger

Qld and New Business

Adjourn

Pending Topics in Addition to Executive Order

The Following are in Order of Priority from the September Meeting

» recycling as an economic development tool
« recycling without changing practices in SW management
- new construction requirements for recycling
» possible deposits on appliances, tires, lead-acid batteries

e




State of Maryland
Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Members of the Council
Harvey Alter
February 18, 1991

Work Plan for 1991

Attached is a short work plan for 1991, extending into 1992. Please review it and
come prepared to discuss it at the March meeting. Somehow, we'll find time on the agenda.

If you are unable to come to the meeting, please phone me (daytime at 202-463-553 1)
or send your comments. Shortly after the March meeting, I would like to submit the plan
to the Governor.

Please note that the 1991 plan is an addendum or correction to the previous plan.
There didn’t seem any sense in repeating everything.

b




February 18, 1991

State of Maryland
Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

PLAN OF WORK
1991

1.0 Introduction

This plan is a continuation of the April 2, 1990 plan of the Council. It is intended as
a supplement to the original plan. The two should be read together.

Not all of the 1990 plan was accomplished due, in large, to the growing base of
knowledge and understanding among the Council members. Many of the tasks wese
addressed and it was realized that several have to be further addressed in parts.

2.0 Tasks to be Addressed in 1991

Figure 1 is a schedule or Gannt chart of the 1991 plan of work. Some of the tasks are
planned'to carry over into 1992. A brief description of the tasks listed follows.

9.1 Package reduction. This task was started in 1990 and examines the effect
of bans, taxes and deposits on packages as a means of reducing the amount of
municipal solid waste (MSW) and increasing recycling. (Note that a further
task (2.6) is planned to further examine methods of waste reduction,

particularly through recyciing.

29 Education. This task has addressed increasing public awareness by
education programs in grades K through 12 and at the post-graduate
university level. The task also addresses recommendations for the State to
become ready for implementation of the federal National Environmental

Education Act of 1990.

2.3 Raise revenues. This task has addressed methods of raising revenues to
support additional recycling efforts in the State and possible ways those

revenues can be used.
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2.4 State procurement. This task addresses methods of increasing the
procurement of items by the State made of recycled materials, and thus
helping provide a "demand pull” in the market for recycled products.

2.5 Economics and financing. This task addresses means of raising revenues
in the State, counties and possibly municipalities to fund recycling efforts,
including the construction of Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs).

2.6 Waste Reduction. This task is a continuation of task 2.1 to explore
additional means of reducing the amount of MSW destined for disposal by
recycling and possibly other means.

2.7 Economic development. This task is at the suggestion of one of the Council
members to explore ways in which the establishment of recycling activities can
be tied into local economic development.

2.8 Public information. This task is related to 2.2 Education. It is directed at
exploring and recommending means by which the State can increase awareness
of recycling in communities and thus increase participation and yield of
recycled products.

2.9 Product deposits. This task is at the suggestion of one of the Council
members to explore ways in which product deposits may be used to divert
materials from disposal and to recycling. Some of the products mentioned are
lead acid storage batteries, appliances and tires.

2.10 ONP and tire markets. Markets for ONP (old newsprint) and tires are
presently demand limited. Ways must be explored to increase the demand and
hence the ability to recycle these materials in Maryland.

2.11 New MRF construction. This task will explore methods by which the
construction of new and additional state-of-the-art MRFs can be encouraged.
MRFs are processing plants that use a combination of machinery and hand
labor to prepare separated materials to meet specifications for markets.
Regionalization must be included in addressing this task.

2.12 Economic feasibility. This task will analyze the economic feasibility of
recycling under different circumstances. The task is scheduled for study late
in the year (and into 1992) when more data will be available on markets,

participation and MRF economics.

2.13 Expand centers. This task, related to 2.12, is to examine how recycling
can be expanded beyond MRFs and possibly service rural and high density
housing, as contrasted to curbside pickup.
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C 2.14 Advancing MRFs. When this task is examined, there should be sufficient
experience with MRF's to possibly understand how new and more efficient
technology may be adopted in the State to advance the efficiency of recycling
and better meet market specifications.

2.15 Rules and regulations. At some time, there will have to be State
regulations governing the design and operation of MRF's and other recycling
activities so as to protect public health. This is a difficult task, and possibly
beyond the lay understanding of solid waste management and public health
issues among the Council members.

2.16 Annual report. An annual report for 1991 is scheduled, as required. Itis
marked as a milestone on the Gannt chart.

3.0 Updates of the Work Plan

The 1991 Work Plan schedule is now computerized so can easily be updated from time
to time. This will also provide a progress report for the Governor and others.
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1991-1992 Work Plan Schedule
Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

nEs 1991 1992
JFMAMI JASONTDIIPFMAMIIASON
Package reduction
Education [Bansasuny)
Stats procurement ‘ ‘
Econ. & financing .
Vaste reduction W
Economic develop.
Public information mm .
Product deposits m
ONP-tire markets SSTTTTITTTTTTTCIIT
New MEF const'ion . m !
Econamic feasib. ATy
Expand centers . A ol
Advancing MRFs .
Rules & regulation mmm
e . g 13
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State of Maryland
Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

Agenda - April 1, 1991

W
=
=

The meeting will be held at The Maryland Municipal League, 1212 West Street, Annapolis

9:00 a.m.

9:10 am.

9:30 a.m.

10:30 a.m.

11:40 a.m.

12:00 n.

Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes
Staff’s and Chairman’s Reports

Continued Discussion of Raising Revenues for Recycling and their Disposition
« Task Group Leader, Barry Scher

Reports on Task Groups
« Economics & Financing, Harry Benson
« Procurement, Mike Gagliardi
» Waste Reduction, Paul Hollinger

0Old and New Business

Adjourn

Pending Topics in Addition to Executive Order

The Following are in Order of Priority from the September Meeting

» recycling as an economic development tool
» recycling without changing practices in SW management
« new construction requirements for recycling
» possible deposits on appliances, tires, lead-acid batteries



Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
March 4, 1991
MINUTES

Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN, general public

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment
(representing Mr. Richard W. Collins)

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority

Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward, packaging industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry

Mr. George T. Hudnet, solid waste industry

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., food and beverage industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, general public

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

Members Absent:

Mr. James F. Katcef, food and beverage industry

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Dr. Michael Pelczar, environmental community

Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates
Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, Sr., recycling industry

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

A member from the Maryland Association of Counties

Others 1in Attendance:

Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Marcus S. Marx, Wheelabrator Environmental Systems

Dr. Alter convened the meeting at 9:15 a.m. with a review of the February
minutes. Mr. Paul Hollinger clarified his statements concerning the benefits
of returnable containers by adding that there is a need to reexamine this
issue in the context of the 1990's using new information. Mr. Scher referred
to MDE's call for funding sources to finance a newsletter and suggested using
private firms. Mr. Scher agreed to send a 1ist of companies that might be
interested. The minutes were adopted.

Staff and Chairman's Report

Approximately 10 plans have been reviewed and the remaining are scheduled to
be completed by April. The weaknesses in many plans centered in the regional
activities, financing section, and in public education. A.T. Kearney has been
contracted by the State through EPA to develop a generic public education and
promotion campaign which will alleviate much of the education shortfalls in
the plans. MDE has formed a work group to make recommendations on the
development of a standardized county recycling reporting form. This will be
used by the counties to report solid waste collection and recycling data.
Secretary Perciasepe and Mr. Perdikakis will be making a presentation to the
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Governor in the next two weeks on recycling in Maryland. The Office of Waste ‘
Minimization and Recycling is working diligently on this project. Dr. Alter
requested that Secretary Perciasepe mention the various reports and letters
that were sent to the Governor. If possible, the members will be provided
with a copy of this report. A discussion was introduced by Dr. Morhaim about
the expansion of the members of the Council. Because of the process that is
required to add members and because of the fact that the meetings are open to
visitors, it was decided not to pursue this issue further. The Plan of Work
for 1991 was discussed and suggestions were made. The Plan will be sent to

the Governor.

Raising Revenues for Recycling and their Disposition

Task Group Leader, Barry Scher, distributed a report on this topic. Mr. Scher
stated that now more than ever, counties are going to need additional funding
sources for developing their recycling programs. In many cases, they will go
to the State and say that since the State is requiring AB&C, then the State
must help fund the program. The Council needs to address initially two
points: (1) do we simply provide the counties with various funding
alternatives, or (2) make recommendations for the use of the funding
generated. The information utilized to develop the paper was from the Food
Marketing Institute, information provided by Dr. Alter, and Mr. Scher's own
knowledge. Mr. Scher believes that the counties have already detailed how

they plan to implement their respective programs.

The mission of the Council should be to provide as much information as fﬂ
possible on the various funding sources and mechanisms. It was agreed that i
counties must include in their calculations of the cost for recycling, the
added savings derived from not building new landfilis. Mr. Benson stated that
all counties are required to submit cost avoidance calculations with their
recycling plans. MDE will review the report and make comments. Mr. Hudnet
suggested that the Council encourage the counties and municipalities to do a
more accurate analysis of the cost of recycling. Many times, these costs are
not accurately counted. It was agreed that recycling will not eliminate other
forms of waste disposal, but may reduce them. Mr. Benson agreed to address
full-cost accounting in the task report.

Interim Report on Package Bans, Taxes, and Deposits

Mr. Hollinger questioned whether the belief that there is not adequate current
data on refillable systems was properly illustrated in footnote 2.6. The
Council voted to leave the footnote as is and to address this issue in the

future.

Dr. Morhaim commented that footnote 10 implies that there is only a cost to
recycling without mentioning the cost of not recycling. The Council voted not

to alter the footnote.

It was decided that a footnote will be added to page three which states that
methods of recycling light weight aluminum are being tested.

The changes will be made and the Interim Report is approved by the Council and
will be forwarded to the Governor.
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Interim Report on Education Programs

The report was reviewed by the Council. It was agreed that "all public
schools," Recommendations, page four, paragraph one, be changed to simply,
"public schools.” This would take into consideration that schools will not be
able to implement programs at the same time or in the same magnitude. The
sentence "...Maryland Recycling Act be amended to require counties..." will be
changed to remove the word "require." This will leave the mechanisms of
implementation to the legislators. The last paragraph on page four will read
" ..and/or the State Board..." The Report, with changes, will be forwarded to
the Governor.

First Reports on Task Groups

Waste Reduction: Mr. Hollinger

Mr. Hollinger distributed two articles from the October 1990 Waste Age
(Bills:...or Doom? and Bottle Recycling's Boom). Bills... or Doom? states
that in some cases, earlier bottle bills were started as litter control laws
and that bottle bills are redundant. Bottle Recycling's Boom sites many
successes in the implementation of bottle bills. Mr. Hollinger referenced an
article which stated that as you reduce packaging, you inversely increase food
wastes. He referenced an article by Tom Rattery, Packaging Manager, Procter &
Gamble, about the merits of source reduction. Mr. Hollinger mentioned other
articles, copies of which may be obtained from him.

Procurement: Mr. Gagliardo

Mr. Gagliardo distributed a report that provides an overview of State and
local government "Buy Recycled" programs in Maryland. Copies may be obtained
from the Council. The Authority has sent out a survey that asks counties
their plans for developing recycling preference regulations. The results may
be available for the April meeting. In conjunction with the Maryland
Municipal League, they have also sent out a survey to all municipal
governments with populations over 10,000.

There was a discussion of post/pre-consumer recycling and the definition of
recycled. The Newsprint Recycling Board is addressing these issues also.

Economics and Financing: Mr. Benson

Separate sub-groups are being formed to address the separate issues of this
topic. The participants in this work group will include Mr. Hudnet Ms. Beryl
Friel and Mr. Katcef. The progress of this task group will be reported on in
subsequent Council meeting.

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, April 1, 1991 at 9:00 a.m. at the
Maryland Municipal League.
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Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN

Mr. Larry Hayward, packaging industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry

Mr. George Hudnet, solid waste industry

Mr. Jim Katcef, food and beverage industry

Mr. Richard Keller, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
(representing Mr. Michael Gagliardo)

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., food and beverage industry

Dr. Dan Morhaim, general public

Mr. James Pittman, Maryland Department of the Environment

Mr. Barry Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Members Absent:

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League

Dr. Michael Pelczar, environmental community

Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates

Mr. Thomas W. Redmond, recycling industry

The Honorable John W. Schafer, Maryland Association of Counties

Others 1in Attendance:

Mr. Harry Benson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. William Burroughs, PolySource

Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Rick Sheckells, Governor's Office

The regular monthly meeting of the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
was held on Monday, April 1, 1991 at 9:00 a.m. at the Maryland Municipal
League with Dr. Harvey Alter convening the meeting. The minutes of the last
meeting were adopted.

Chairman and Staff Reports

Mr. Harry Benson distributed briefing papers on each of Maryland's 24
jurisdictions. The recycling plans were, in many cases, poor in their public
education development, full-cost accounting programs. i

A work group has been formed to make recommendations for the development of
the Solid Waste Reporting System. Dr. Alter recommended that the "sources" of
waste be identified. The work group is studying several other state's
recycling/solid waste reporting forms. Mr. Barry Scher asked for a summation
of Virginia's counties' programs if possible.
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Mr. Benson announced his resignation from the Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE).

Raising Revenues for Recycling

Dr. Alter indicated that a topic that has been discussed in previous meetings
should be taken into consideration, "what will be done with the revenues that
are raised?" Mr. Scher questioned whether the Council should make
recommendations or develop a list of suitable options that counties can choose
for guidance. Mr. Hudnet stated that it may be unwise to recommend to the
counties "specifics" because in the event of failure by any number of reasons,
the county may point to the Council when assessing blame. This issue was
discussed at length. The concept of "peer matching" was discussed with
respect to people who implemented "actual programs." Senator Gerald Winegrad
suggested that a full-time position be designated in the Office of Waste
Minimization and Recycling for a "peer match" type program developer. He
stated that the biggest drawback to Maryland recycling may be the lack of
adequate funding for counties. It was also suggested that market development
is a major "key" in developing successful programs. There was a continued
lengthy discussion concerning grants, low interest loans, and tax incentives
for recycling. It was agreed that the assistance a new company may require
will range from actual money to simply assist with the permitting process or
siting assistance. The staff was asked to put together a glossary of other
State legislation (National Solid Waste Management Association)(WMA). Senator
Winegrad will provide information on State legislation concerning funding.

TASK GROUPS

Economics and Financing

Mr. Benson distributed an excerpt from the Maryland Recycling Coordinators
Training Program concerning "full-cost accounting." He also has requested an
article from Mr. Harvey Gershman on this issue and this will be provided at a
later date. This program includes "all" costs of disposal. County plans will
not be approved if they have not applied full-cost accounting and then chosen
a method to fund the program. It was agreed that the use of an enterprise
fund was an important vehicle to fund solid waste management. Mr. Benson will
provide a summary of county funding mechanisms as stipulated in the recycling
plans. MDE is developing a reporting form for "materials accounting.”

Dr. Morhaim suggested that somehow it should be pointed out that there should
be benefits accounting. People should not loose sight of the tremendous value

of recycling and that the costs are a hurdle which must be addressed in order
to get to the benefits. It was agreed that in most cases, jurisdictions are
not taking into consideration "avoided costs."
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Procurement

Mr. Richard Keller distributed "County Programs in Maryland for Buying
Recycled Products" (draft). This included a guestionnaire and its results are
summarized in the text. Some of the information may be incorrect through the
ignorance of the individual who responded to the survey.

The State of Maryland was not included because the Authority already had a
great deal of information on the State and wanted to target local governments
for which there was little current information. There has been a push to
include "quasi" State agencies and non-profit groups in large State purchase
agreements. Some jurisdictions are requiring the use of recycled products.
The State, the General Assembly, etc., should set examples in the purchase of
recycled products. It was suggested that in future surveys, the total of non-
recycled products be included. It was suggested that private industry be
included. Mr. Keller stated that the quality of recycled paper can be in par
with virgin.

Waste Reduction

Mr. Paul Hollinger distributed articles on the waste reduction issue from
various sources. Mr. Hollinger would Tike to get some stationary for the
Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling so he can write thank-you letters to
people for sending him information. Mr. Hollinger also distributed an
alternative packaging material to the foam peanuts. At the next meeting,

Mr. Hollinger will discuss engineering plastics (engineered thermal plastics
that will replace other products in industry). Dr. Alter encouraged the
members to think about non-packaging opportunities in waste reduction. There
was a discussion about the merits of so many different types of packaging. It
was generally agreed by the members that in many products, packaging does
sell. However, in the case of colas, most plastic bottles are fairly generic.
It was pointed out that many beer companies are so particular about their
glass that two and three color-mixed cullet has a limited use in amber and
green glass container furnaces.

01d and New Business

Mr. Hollinger would like to have the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
stationary printed up with all of the members' names listed down one side.
Dr. Alter pointed out the stationary on his computer and developed it in his
increasingly diminishing spare time. Dr. Alter stated that he will put this
idea on his 1ist of "things to do" and it will be prioritized accordingly.

The next meeting is scheduled for May 6, 1991 at the Maryland Municipal League
from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon.
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Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
May 6, 1991 A

Minutes

Members in Attendance: *)

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authoritfy \*_ =
Mr. Larry Hayward, packaging industry '
Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry
Mr. James Katcef, food and beverage industry
The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Mr. Lenny Minutillo, Jr., food and beverage industry
Mr. James Pittman, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)
(Acting Chairman for Dr. Harvey Alter)
The Honorable Gerald Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Members Absent:

Mr. George Hudnet, solid waste industry

Dr. Dan Morhaim, general public

Mr. George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates
Mr. Thomas Redmond, recycling industry

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Bill Burroughs, PolySource
Mr. Glenn Dodson, MDE
Mr. Rick Sheckells, Governor's Office

The regular monthly meeting of the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling was
held on Monday, May 6, 1991 at 9:00 a.m. at the Maryland Municipal League with
Mr. James Pittman convening the meeting in the Chairman's absence. The minutes
were set aside for adoption at the June meeting.

MDE and Other Member Reports

Mr. Dodson distributed flyers for the Maryland Recycling Conference which will
be held on May 29 and 30, 1991 at the University of Maryland Baltimore County
Campus. MDE, along with other State and private environmental organizations in
coordination with GBB are offering this conference. A1l members are encouraged
to attend.
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MDE is near completion of a generic public relations/promotions campaign
developed in coordination with A.T. Kearney and the EPA. This campaign consists
of flyers, posters, radio spots, newspaper advertisements, and a "how to" manual
to explain the implementation of the program. The materials will either be given
or lent to counties and municipalities so as to minimize the cost of this type
of program. This will alleviate many of the shortfalls with the public education
sections of the recycling plans.

The County Reporting Form Work Group, which has been meeting regularly over the
last few months, is developing recommendations. A draft of the reporting form
will be sent to the Council members. A11 22 recycling plans that were submitted
have been reviewed and letters are being sent to the counties.

Mr. Gagliardo stated that Harford County's plan will be submitted soon. Their
program is getting back up to speed. The Authority is heavily involved with
markets. Baltimore County is going to sign an agreement for paper recycling.
They have received responses to their solicitation of interest for a private MRF
capacity in Baltimore County, Baltimore City and Anne Arundel County. The $10
a ton surcharge to facilities that was proposed for Baltimore City to replace the
revenue lost with the repeal of the container tax and to encourage commercial
recycling was changed to a 16% charge to waste generators and then deferred to
sometime before June.

Senator Winegrad presented information on recent legislation. House Bill 1202
was passed which will set up a fee system targeted at the tire wholesaler, which
is unlike many other States' laws. The Board of Public Works is allowed to
assess a fee up to $1/tire. Each county must develop a used tire recycling
management program. The money collected will be put into a used tire recycling
fund operated by MDE and will be used for grants to the counties and a variety
of other options. The bill also applies to the five tires sold with a new car.
On July 1, 1994, it will be against the law to dispose of tires in a landfill.
This is a non-lapsing fund. Senator Winegrad believes that the best way to
address the disposal of used tires would be to develop one or two regional
facilities that would process the tires with private industry. It was generally
agreed that there is no strong market for recycled tires because of the cost to
separate the useful materials. Several pyrolitic processes were mentioned. It
was estimated that a tire contains approximately four gallons of petroleum energy
equivalency.

The Plastic Code Recycling Bill passed that requires coding for plastics. In
most cases, however, plastics manufacturers are already using this system.

The telephone directory recycling bill was passed which has content percentage
requirements much like the Newsprint Recycling Act. Bell Atlantic will be using
recycled content on a trial basis in some jurisdictions. They have testified
that they had a difficult time purchasing recycled paper in the past.

Stump dumps will be regulated as "special case" landfills and will be required
to get permits. Immediately, these facilities must operate in a safe manner and
allow MDE to inspect.

¢
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Senator Winegrad stated that the Council should support the two-sided copying
bill for State agencies.

Task Group Updates

Procurement

The surveys that were introduced at the last Council meeting are not completed
but may be ready for the June meeting. The Authority is working with Baltimore
City to develop a City ordinance on "buy recycled." Baltimore County signed its
"buy recycled" ordinance on April 19, 1991. A draft General Services
Implementation Report regarding State purchases has been distributed to agencies
for review. Comments are due on March 15, 1991. Mr. Keller is meeting with the
legislature about purchasing recycled materials.

Packaging

Mr. Hollinger present information and passed out materials on packaging. He gave
an overview of engineering thermal plastics. He cited an article in the February
1988 Journal of Packaging Technology that explained many of the benefits of
plastics. The disposal of plastics was examined, incineration, recycling, etc.
Mr. Hollinger cited an article from 1988 that states that commodity plastics, PE,
PP, PVC, and even PET are difficult to recycle economically but burning does made
sense. PE has a 19,900 BTU/pound value, PP has a 19,850 BTU/pound value, PS has
a 17,800 BTU/pound value, and newspaper has an 8,000 BTU/pound value.

Mr. Hollinger pointed out that coal has a BTU/pound value of 9,600. Thermo-
setting plastics cannot be recycled. Mr. Burroughs strongly disagreed that PET,
HDPE, PP, and PVC are not economically recyclable. He expects to sell these
products at almost virgin prices. The Council agreed that this article was
inaccurate in its assessment of plastics. Mr. Gagliardo stated that in most
programs, plastics and aluminum will be the money making commodities. Mr.
Hollinger referenced the article "Buying What's Right," which provides an
overview of the benefits of packaging. He also referenced "Recycling Solid
Waste" which describes the new attitudes in packaging. There was a discussion
about the Council's attitudes with respect to packaging and its use or misuse.
It was stated that every time you want to recycle a certain material, a law
should not be passed but rather the market should determine this. It was agreed
that people's attitudes must be changed if markets are to grow. Mr. Hollinger
suggested a tour of Lever Brothers' facility. Mr. Hollinger will provide
information to Dr. Alter concerning this suggestion.

Mr. Gagliardo has agreed to Chair the Financing Task Force in Mr. Harry Benson's
place.

Senator Winegrad was asked to provide information on legislation for raising
funds for recycling. The Senator distributed a variety of past bills that were
designed for the raising of recycling revenues. Senate Bill 680 suggested a
$1.50/pound fee on waste which would be used for a variety of programs. This is
based on Wisconsin's law. The members were asked to review this legislation and
be prepared to discuss this type of legislation at the June 3, 1991 meeting.
Senator Winegrad feels that this is the type of legislation that should be put
into a recommendation to the Governor by the Council.

The next meeting is scheduled for June 3, 1991 at the Maryland Municipal League
from 9:00 a.m. to Noon.




T0%1¢ QW stiodeuuy
pPIeas[nog oMoy [9g¢
3urpiing stesddy jo 1anon
A1e1q17 MeT °3e38 (O
I9TTIN *S T®BYDIW *IR

7¢CT¢ (W @I10wilteq
Aemy31yg Butusoag QOCZ
JuswuoiTAug 24yl jo Juswiiedoqg purlLiER

69H

¢

NI AF

r

-

5

(




State of Maryland Y ROETT
Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling ¥ E i B

. , MAY 23 196

Agenda - June 3, 1991
HSWMA
ENFORCEMENT B2OGRAM

MAY 29 194,

The meeting will be held at The Maryland Municipal ?Luag_l;_u;.igl’z’fz West Street, Annapolis

9:00 a.m, Convene, S=lf Immoductions angd Adoption of Minutes
9:10 a.m. Staff’s and Chairman’s Reports
9:30 a.m. Continued Discussion of Raising Revenues for Recycling and their Disposition

» This meeting will be devoted to completing our work
on this topic, The discussion will center around Senator
Winegrad's bill, S. 680, concerning State Recycling Fund
- Landfills - Recycling Fee. Please revicw the bill, It is
not intended that the Council will change its practice and

C endorse a bill, Rather, the ideas in S. 680 can serve as
the outline of our discussions.

11:00 a.m. Old and New Business

S IS

Ficase 1ake note of tite enciosed invitation for you o aiicad a leciuic and deaonsisation on the
buming of old tircs in a ccment kiln.  The chainman has arranged this invitation for all members of the
Council. No RSVP is necessary. Your host is Mr. Bob Campbell. should you attend.

L et VR B A i




AGENDA
WHOLE TIRE RECYCLING
IN CEMENT KILNS

June 4th, 1881 -~ 10:00 am to 2:00 pm

mmmmmrm
Fredarick, Maryland

Jointly Sporwored by:
Goodyear The & Rubber Co,

ESSROC Materials, Inc.
Cadance Chemical Rescuress, Inc,

B e ——

Introduction to the Concept of Whole Tire Recycling as a Fuel Substitution
in Cement Kiins.

Presentation by ,............00ivrvvnvnnn. + + « » Robert Campbell
Vice Prexident - Marketing
Cadence Chemical Rescurces, Inc.

Scrap Tire Recycling Alternatives

Presentaion by .......000iivviinnnnnnnnnn..., Andrew Eastman
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company

Cement Making, the Ideal Environment fer the Destuction of Tires,

Presentationby ............

Tour of ESSROC Cement Kins

Buffet Lunch and Round Table Question and Answer Saession.

Adjourn
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REMINDERT! !!

THE NEXT GOVERNOR'S ADVISORY COUNCIL ON RECYCLING MEETING WILL BE

HELD AT 9:00 a.m. ON APRIL 1, 1991, AT THE MARYLAND MUNCIPAL LEAGUE.

— -
=

MINUTES WILL BE FORTHCOMING.

.,

Un Dellaus ve vaae - -

e The Council’s Plan of Work for 1991
* An Interim Report on package, bans and taxes, with recommendations
* An Interim Report on school programs to educate the public about recycling

Your Executive Order establishing the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
requested that the Council submit a Plan of Work. This was done in early 1990 (and was
included in the Annual Report for 1990). The Council has updated the plan for its program
of work for 1991. The update is included here. Please note that the schedule of work (in the
form of a Gannt chart) is now computerized so that the Council can check its progress and
make corrections over time.

The Executive Order also charged the Council with examining programs necessary to
educate the public on the need to participate in recycling efforts. This task has been broken
down into several parts. A report on the first part, addressing possible programs for higher
education, for grades K through 12, and possible State participation in the new Federal
National Environmental Education Act, is enclosed. .

Your Executive Order establishing the Council charged the Council with, among other
subjects, to make recommendations on "Determining costs, benefits, and effects of replacing
certain packaging materials used in commerce with other recyclable materials and the role
of these materials in recycling efforts.” This is to report and recommend based on the
Council’s first phase of this assignment.

The Council has held extensive discussions regarding imposing bans, taxes or deposits
on items in the packaging stream. Our discussions focused on the effects of such actions on
recycling and solid waste management, while recognizing that there may be collateral effects,
such as on business and consumer convenience.



Enclosed is a paper prepared by the Council on this difficult and sometime contentious
subject. The paper contains recommendations that package bans and taxes are not in order;
they will not assist recycling and indeed may interfere. The Council could not reach
unanimity and perhaps not even consensus on the issue of beverage container deposits and
recycling. The range of views held reflected the range expressed on the general subject of
deposit legislation in the several debates on this issue in the General Assembly and
elsewhere in the State. No recommendation is made concerning beverage container deposits,
although the issue is discussed in the enclosed paper. We hope that this discussion will aid
others as they consider this policy option.

As a general progress report, during 1990, the Council has addressed aspects of six
of the nine assignments in your Executive Order. We have submitted recommendations to
you on several, although, some of these are partial recommendations. The subjects are broad
and we are addressing them in parts, such as in the two enclosed Interim Reports.

Sincerely,

Harvey Alter, Chairman
10 Watchwater Way
Rockville, Maryland 20850-2742

cc: Hon. Robert Perciasepe
Mr. Mark Wasserman
Mr. Gerald L. Thorpe
Members of the Council

¢




February 18, 1991

o State of Maryland

Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

PLAN OF WORK
1991

159G}

| R
1.0 Introduction

This plan is a continuation of the April 2, 1990 plan of the Council. It is intended as
a supplement to the original plan. The two should be read together.

Not all of the 1990 plan was accomplished due, in large, to the growing base of
knowledge and understanding among the Council members. Many of the tasks were
addressed and it was realized that several have to be further addressed in parts.

. 2.0 Tasks to be Addressed in 1991

Figure 1 is a schedule or Gannt chart of the 1991 plan of work. Some of the tasks are
planned to carry over into 1992. A brief description of the tasks listed follows.

2.1 Package reduction. This task was started in 1990 and examines the effect
of bans, taxes and deposits on packages as a means of reducing the amount of
municipal solid waste (MSW) and increasing recycling. (Note that a further
task (2.6) is planned to further examine methods of waste reduction,
particularly through recycling.

2.2 Education. This task has addressed increasing public awareness by
education programs in grades K through 12 and at the post-graduate
university level. The task also addresses recommendations for the State to
become ready for implementation of the federal National Environmental
Education Act of 1990.

2.3 Raise revenues. This task has addressed methods of raising revenues to
support additional recycling efforts in the State and possible ways those
revenues can be used.
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2.4 State procurement. This task addresses methods of increasing the
procurement of items by the State made of recycled materials, and thus
helping provide a "demand pull” in the market for recycled products.

2.5 Economics and financing. This task addresses means of raising revenues
in the State, counties and possibly municipalities to fund recycling efforts,
including the construction of Materials Recovery Facilities (MRF's).

2.6 Waste Reduction. This task is a continuation of task 2.1 to explore
additional means of reducing the amount of MSW destined for disposal by
recycling and possibly other means.

2.7 Economic development. This task is at the suggestion of one of the Council
members to explore ways in which the establishment of recycling activities can
be tied into local economic development. :

2.8 Public information. This task is related to 2.2 Education. It is directed at
exploring and recommending means by which the State can increase awareness
of recycling in communities and thus increase participation and yield of
recycled products.

2.9 Product deposits. This task is at the suggestion of one of the Council
members to explore ways in which product deposits may be used to divert
materials from disposal and to recycling. Some of the products mentioned are
lead acid storage batteries, appliances and tires.

2.10 ONP and tire markets. Markets for ONP (old newsprint) and tires are
presently demand limited. Ways must be explored to increase the demand and
hence the ability to recycle these materials in Maryland.

2.11 New MRF construction. This task will explore methods by which the
construction of new and additional state-of-the-art MRF's can be encouraged.
MRFs are processing plants that use a combination of machinery and hand
labor to prepare separated materials to meet specifications for markets.
Regionalization must be included in addressing this task.

2.12 Economic feasibility. This task will analyze the economic feasibility of
recycling under different circumstances. The task is scheduled for study late
in the year (and into 1992) when more data will be available on markets,
participation and MRF economics.

2.13 Expand centers. This task, related to 2.12, is to examine how recycling
can be expanded beyond MRFs and possibly service rural and high density
housing, as contrasted to curbside pickup.
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‘ 2.14 Advancing MRFs. When this task is examined, there should be sufficient
experience with MRFs to possibly understand how new and more efficient
technology may be adopted in the State to advance the efficiency of recycling
and better meet market specifications.

2.15 Rules and regulations. At some time, there will have to be State
regulations governing the design and operation of MRFs and other recycling
activities so as to protect public health. This is a difficult task, and possibly
beyond the lay understanding of solid waste management and public health
issues among the Council members.

2.16 Annual report. An annual report for 1991 is scheduled, as required. It is
marked as a milestone on the Gannt chart.

3.0 Updates of the Work Plan

The 1991 Work Plan schedule is now computerized so can easily be updated from time
to time. This will also provide a progress report for the Governor and others.




February 18, 1991

1991-1992 Work Plan Schedule
Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Raise revenues

State procurement

Econ. & financing

Waste reduction

Economic develop.

Public information

Product deposits

ONP-tire markets

New MRF const'ion

Economic feasib.

Expand centers

Advancing MRFs

Rules & regulation

Annual Report
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STATE OF MARYLAND

Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

Agenda - May 6, 1991 - &H?E
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The meeting will be held beginning at 9:00 a.m. at the Maryland
Municipal Leagque, 1212 West Street, Annapolis. Dr. Harvey Alter
will be out of the country, therefore, Mr. James Pittman will
Chair the meeting.

1) Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of
Minutes
2) MDE and Other Member Reports
‘ 3) Continued Discussion of Raising Revenues for
Recycling and their Disposition - Barry Scher

4) Reports on Task Groups
o Procurement, Michael Gagliardo
0 Waste Reduction, Paul Hollinger

5) 0ld and New Business

6) Adjournment

Pending Topics in Addition to Executive Order

The following are in order of Priority from the September Meeting

recycling as an economic development tool

recycling without changing practices in solid waste management
new construction requirements for recycling

possible deposits on appliances, tires, lead-acid batteries

0O0O0O0
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Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore MD 21224

Mr. Michael S. Miller
Maryland State Law Library
Court of Appeals Building
361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis MD 21401
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Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

June 3, 1991

Minutes

10 13

Members in Attendance: JUL

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
Mr. Lawrence J. Hayward, packaging industry

Mr. George Hudnet, solid waste industry

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., food and beverage industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, general public

Dr. Michael Pelczar, Jr., environmental community

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland General Assembly

Mr. James Pittman, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service
(representing Mr. George Perdikakis)

Members Absent:

Q'r. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry

Mr. James F. Katcef, food and beverage industry

The Honorable Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League
Mr. Thomas Redmond, Sr., recycling industry

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Glenn Dodson, MDE

Mr. Kristen Hughes, Maryland Association of Counties
Ms. Lori Scozzafava, MDE

Mr. Marcus Sharx, Wheelabrator

The regular monthly meeting of the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling was held
on Monday, June 3, 1991 at the Maryland Municipal League with Dr. Harvey Alter,
Chairman, convening the meeting. A correction was made in the May 6, 1991 minutes.
On Page 3, Packaging, paragraph three was changed to read... Senate Bill 680
suggested a $1.50/ton fee on waste... The minutes were adopted as corrected.

Dr. Alter introduced Ms. Lori Scozzafava, the new Chief of the Office of Waste
Minimization and Recycling for MDE. Ms. Scozzafava gave a brief overview of her
biography. Copies may be obtained by contacting her personally.
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delegation to discuss recycling. U.S. metals trade is about $5 billion/year.
Within the OECD, the trade in secondary materials is about $18 billion. Europe
depends heavily on the U.S. for certain grades of paper and on non-ferrous metals.
From Dr. Alter's observations, he felt that Europe was very far behind the U.S. in
the business of recycling. He also stated that BMW's development of an all
recyclable car was caused due to the lack of another market for scrap cars. They
either were abandoned or landfilled.

Dr. Alter was asked to attend a conference in Europe with a U.S. Government ‘m
)

Discussion of SB 680

There was a discussion of SB 680, a Bill sponsored by Senator Winegrad which
proposed a $1.50 fee payable by the owner/operator of each sanitary landfill. The
monies, after administrative cost are deducted, will be deposited in the State
Recycling Fund. The Fund would be used to provide grants to counties for a variety
of projects to include maintaining a recycling coordinator, implemention of recycling
plans, and MRF development. Also, a portion of the Fund will be used for loans or
loan guarantees. Copies of this Bill were distributed at the May meeting. If you
require a copy, please contact Mr. Glenn Dodson.

Dr. Alter distributed a distribution schedule for each county as would occur with
the passage of SB 680. Dr. Alter made the point that with this across the board
breakdown, the money for the counties that are most in need may not be substantial
enough to make an impact. He believes that the best way to raise funds is with a
waste end tax on a weight basis but the down side is that there is a temptation to
keep raising it every year. You must also determine which waste is to be taxed
(e.g. municipal waste, rubble, etc.) Dr. Alter believes that before money is 'K
raised, you should determine what is going to be done with the money. He suggested
two alternatives: (1) create a list of approved activities that the counties can do
and give them a block grant that they could use to implement an activity or submit a
plan for an innovative activity not Tisted; or (2) the State can stimulate recycling
programs at the margin. Suggested activities for the block grant are: travel
expenses, technical innovation, public education, and mechanical repairs.
Suggestions for stimulation at the margins are: investment for university programs,
small business incubators, county travel, mechanical repairs, and a consultant to be
utilized by the counties. Dr. Alter suggested that the money should be distributed
based on the quality of county proposals to the State and not on a solid waste or
population figure. Mr. Pittman expressed his agreement with Dr. Alter that solid
waste or population may not be the best way to determine funding from the State.

Mr. Pittman stated that there is money available in the Solid Waste Facilities Loan
Act. Dr. Alter stated that the money could also be awarded for demonstration and
replication. Mr. Larry Hayward indicated that there may be a problem in some
individual opinions with the larger counties financing the smaller poorer counties.
Mr. Kristen Hughes believes that there is a very real problem that Municipalities
and Counties are facing and they are strongly opposed to "dedicated source
revenues." Removing a revenue stream that could go to funding other waste costs to
the counties is very unappealing. By strictly designating this money for recycling,
you take away the counties' flexibility to use the money for other solid waste
management. Mr. Hughes believed that "how" to collect the money is a more difficult
decision than what to do with it when it is collected. Mr. Hughes believed that in
dedicating revenues, the State begins to infringe on the counties right to manage
their own solid waste. Dr. Alter disagreed. Mr. Hughes stated that the method of ‘[
financing should be determined by the counties. The counties are opposed to any
State method of raising revenues regardless of how it will be distributed.
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IQr. Hughes indicated that his comments do not stem from a formal position from MACO
y vote on SB 680 but rather the absolute policy that has continued for years in the
County. Mr. Hughes stated there is a State role in recycling at some level.
Determining where revenues will come from is the pressing question.

In response to Mr. Hughes' statement that the counties do not want dedicated funds,
Delegate Pitkin interjected that counties had no problem with raising the marriage
license fee to provide domestic violence shelters. Mr. Hughes added that his
statement has exceptions.

Ms. Scozzafava explained the New Jersey system of distributing funds to
jurisdictions. She stated that New Jersey has funds available on both a per ton,
and per capita bais as well as special funds for bonus grants. The New Jersey law
broke down how the funds should be distributed. Dr. Pelczar recommended that the
Council support raising revenues in some manner for recycling.

Dr. Morhaim agreed that funds must be raised for recycling by the State through a
State tipping fee, etc. He also suggested that counties will most likely combine
their efforts to receive more funds. Mr. Hayward agreed that the funds may not

totally support programs but they will have an added benefit no matter how small.

Mr. Michael Gagliardo stated that even with limited resources, most of the counties
have done a good job and are implementing part of the law. Some counties are
already doing what is in Senator Winegrad's Bill. Baltimore City is developing a
commercial recycling incentive -"make it more expensive for businesses to dispose

'aste and they will reduce their waste." Mr. Gagliardo is wary of a continued
unding source but he recommended a one-time fund that will end at a designated
time. This would be much like the Solid Waste Facilities Loan Act. Funds will be
provided through loans and grants. These funds will stimulate the infrastructure of
county programs.

Mr. Michael Taylor gave a brief description of the Solid Waste Facilities Loan Act.
It has $4 million from 1989 and $2 million from the 1991 Act. Applicants can
receive up to $1 million in loans for design engineering and feasibility studies.
There is approximately $1 million of grant money available for capitol expenditures
(50% matchg. Mr. Taylor stated that about $4.6 million is remaining in the loan
program. The reason for many counties reluctance to apply for money in the past may
be that they were still in the planning stage and these monies would not apply.

Mr. Hughes was concerned that if money was only awarded on the merit of the
application that small counties who cannot compete with the more affluent counties
will be slighted. Mr. Hudnet would not support SB 680 at this time and feels that
the State should give the counties some time to sort out their individual financing
situations.

The Council is in agreement with collecting money at the waste end for investment at
the margin.

Dr. Alter will write up a recommendation that is tempered because of the less than
unanimous vote in support of this issue. The report will be distributed to members
for review. The next meeting will focus on the discussion of the draft and reports

Q;om the task group. The next meeting is scheduled for July 1, 1991 at the Maryland
wunicipal League from 9:00 a.m. to noon.
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Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling
July 1, 1991

Minutes

JUL 12 189)

Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN

Mr. Lenny D. Minutillo, Jr., Food Service

Mr. George Hudnet, solid waste industry

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority

Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging industry

Mr. Jim Katcef, food and beverage industry

Mr. James J. Pittman III, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)
Dr. Dan Morhaim, general public

Others in Attendance:

Ms. Lori Scozzafava, MDE
Mr. Glenn Dodson, MDE
Mr. Bill Burroughs, PolySource

The regularly scheduled monthly meeting of the Governor's Advisory Council on
Recycling was held on July 1, 1991 at the Maryland Municipal League with

Dr. Harvey Alter, Chairman, convening the meeting. Minor changes were made on
the minutes. In the "Others in Attendance" section, Mr. Marcus Sharx should
read Marcus Marx. Page three, paragraph one should read... The absolute
policy that has continued for years in MACO.

It was suggested that the annual meeting be held at the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) Facility on Wye Island on September 5th or 12th. This meeting
will be an all day session and will include planning for the upcoming year.

This was Lenny Minutillo's last meeting. The Executive vice-president of the

Restaurant Association of Maryland, Marcia S. Harris, has written Dr. Alter
and recommended Mr. William Watkins as his replacement.

Staff Report

Ms. Lori Scozzafava, Chief of the Office of Waste Minimization and

Recycling reported on some recent activities. She stated that a meeting was
held with representatives from 13 jurisdictions to discuss the joint EPA,
A.T.Kearny, MDE, generic public education and promotion campaign. The project
was generally accepted by the attendees. MDE is preparing these materials for
distribution to interested jurisdictions.

MDE has instituted an outreach program that will entail visiting most of the
counties, meeting with the coordinators, and touring some of the facilities.
Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary's Counties were recently visited.
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MDE will now take the lead role in the implementation of the State Agency
Recycling Program. There will be more focus on promotion of the Program. MDE
is currently developing a unified slogan and an outreach campaign. Dr. Alter
suggested that these materials be introduced to the Council.

Recently The EPA Region III Annual Recycling meeting was convened at MDE. The
participants included representatives from Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia,
Deleware, and EPA. Ms. Scozzafava announced that the Office of Waste
Minimization and Recycling is regretably losing an employee and MDE is
implementing procedures to fill this vacancy.

[al]

Discussion of the Draft "Interim Report on the Economics and Financing of
Existing and Proposed Systems of Solid Waste Recycling and Facilitating the
Implementation of Recycling Goals."

In response to the recommendations on page six of the report it was suggested

by Mr. Gagliardo that all related recycling funds, ie. the Solid Waste

Facilities Loan Act, should be consolidated. This would entail the

Legislature's repeal of previous funds. Dr. Alter explained that "one-time"

means that the fund is raised over a one year period and then discontinued.

Mr. Gagliardo explained that Baltimore City has proposed a $7.50/ton surcharge

which will go to their General Fund. A recycling surcharge as a percentage of

a citizens bill will be implemented if Baltimore County implements a similar

system. It was stated that this is just a revenue raising project and not for I
the betterment of recycling. Mr. Pittman suggested that the report should |
clearly define what is meant by stimulation at the margin. The members should
develop a 1ist of accepted margin activities. Mr. Borroughs questioned
whether the State should tax the county on their waste and then possibly take
that money from the county when each county is responsible for its own waste.
Dr. Alter replied that the alternative, which would be to give the county
money in accordance with the waste it produced won't provide enough money to
any one project. Mr. Gagliardo suggested that the existing money remaining in
the Solid Waste Facilities Loan Act be pooled into one program and then totals
be determined for each program (education, travel, etc.g. DEED provides many
services and it was suggested that some money may be allocated to them.

MES is requested to provide an update on the remaining funds in the Solid
Waste Facilities Loan Act.

Mr. Hollinger has difficulty with accepting the concept of raising revenues
without a specific goal and he believes that paper in landfills should be
targeted. He stated that this may be accomplished by providing funds for
processes to recycle paper (Deinking, curbside collection, etc.). Dr. Alter .
stated that money should not be available for curbside recycling because the
money would not make an impact on the high operating costs. It was stated
that the money should be distributed to the counties for what they determine
is their need.
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Dr. Alter will re-write the Report to include the comments and bring this to
the attention of Mr. George Perdikakis and Senator Gerald Winegrad. This
report will in effect complete the topic initiated by Mr. Barry Scher. The
second draft report will be distributed to the members for comment.

Task Group Reports

Waste Reduction

Mr. Hollinger stated that there have been many misconceptions about which
packaging is good and which is bad. He passed around a model of a special
self-Pelletized shipping system. This system could be used for industrial
packaging in a closed loop system and thus reused. Ms. Scozzafava requested
information from Mr. Hollinger on the durability of this item. Mr. Hollinger
stated that the emphasis of reduction should be on paper and not on packaging.
Dr. Alter stated that packaging as a percentage of waste is decreasing.

Mr. Burroughs questioned if packaging should be targeted knowing their
advances in reduction.

Dr. Alter challenged the members to develop specific recommendations for waste
reduction through packaging. Mr. Hollinger was asked to provide a list of
examples where waste reduction can be illustrated.

Procurement

Mr. Gagliardo distributed information concerning many of the State's
procurement activities. State, local and private purchasers were included in
this material. Mr. Gagliardo will draft an Interim Report and provide it to
the members for comment. He stated that most of the major purchasers are
providing for recycled paper products at the government level. Mr. Gagliardo
was asked to include some analysis of the price of recycled products in the
report.

There was a question asked concerning the definition of “recycled".
Ms. Scozzafava stated that the National Recycling Coalition is addressing this
issue presently and she will keep the members informed on this issue.

The meeting was adjourned. The next meeting is scheduled for August 5, 1991,
at the Maryland Municipal League from 9:00 a.m. to noon.



The Wastefulness of Waste Management

Widener University
President’s Lecture

Presented by Prof. Ronald L. Mersky
October 24, 1990

We are in a time when solid waste issues have become a major
topic of discussion and controversy in the media, the
statehouses, the Congress and even casual conversation. It is
somewhat amazing that a subject that, until recently few wished
to even think about, has become so popular.

The obvious explanation for this newly acquired celebrity
status of garbage is that we are facing a solid waste "crisis".
That is to say that we are rapidly running out of places to put
our waste, and those places that are available have become very
expensive.

It is tempting to make comparisons with the "energy crisis"
of the 1970’s (which, as I recall, we never did solve) when a
similar situation existed with respect to oil supplies. But as
an engineer working in the solid waste field I cannot see much
similarity. While our petroleum supply is very limited and
largely controlled by nations which are unstable and hostile
towards us, the supply of solid waste disposal options is quite
good and domestically available. In fact, technological advances
of the past few years have provided us with many new options for
waste management.

So just what is the basis of the solid waste crisis facing
this country? My experience over the last few years has shown
that if we do indeed have a crisis, the cause is not a lack of
technological solutions for solid waste disposal. Rather it is a
basic lack of understanding of solid waste issues on the part of
the public, and, unfortunately, also on the part of some elected
leaders. These political leaders, in a rush to solve the
perceived crisis (or at least convince their constituents that
they are doing so) have begun to enact legislation which, rather
than improving the situation, has instead wasted considerable
resources (both financial and environmental) and made a proper
solution to our solid waste problems even more difficult.

In my presentation today, I will discuss some of the common
misconceptions that I have encountered in solid waste management
and some of the unfortunate legislative results of those
misconceptions. My goal is to demonstrate that proper solid
waste management is not a simple task with simple solutions that
can be easily explained to a public with no technical background
by a 30 second network news report. Neither is it a task which
should be accomplished without regard to related matters such as
environmental concerns, energy concerns and economic concerns.
Rather, solid waste management is a highly complex
interdisciplinary field which can only be handled properly by the
efforts of those who are willing to accept that fact.

© 1990 Ronald L. Mersky




Specifically, I would like to direct my remarks today to
three of the solid waste misconceptions (or myths as I refer to
them) which are prevalent in the public. I have named these :
three myths: THE TOOTH FAIRY; SHOULD KILLER PLASTICS BE ﬁ]
DEGRADABLE?; and SMOKE GETS IN YOUR EYES.

THE TOOTH FAIRY

Most of us who grew up in the U.S. are familiar with the
tooth fairy story. When a child loses a primary tooth, his
parents encourage him to place that tooth under his pillow at
night. When he awakens in the morning, the tooth has
mysteriously disappeared and in its place is a coin. In my
childhood, a dime was the going rate for a tooth. I would assume
that in today’s market inflation has taken its toll.

Today, many adults still believe that the tooth fairy exists.
Only it is not an outgrown tooth that is the subject of the adult
version of the myth -- rather it is solid waste. Many grown-ups
feel that their trash has value, and if they handle that trash in
the correct manner, somehow money will appear in its place. The
idea is very attractive -- after all, solid waste is something we
normally must pay to dispose of. It would be very nice if
someone were to come along and pay us for this material instead.
We have even given the adult version of this myth a name -- we
cal 1’ i recyclings

I would like to make it clear, before I continue, that my
intention is not to attack the concept of recycling as a whole.
In many cases, recycling is the most economically and
environmentally sound way of handling a waste material. /
Unfortunately, recycling is not always the best option available.
Yet many people have lost site of that fact.

The concept that recycling is always good has become common
in our society because, when looked at from a simplistic
viewpoint, it appears to be a perfect system: if a waste product
is recycled, disposal is no longer a problem, we don’t have to
use a virgin material that may be in short supply, and some
income can be earned from the sale of the recycled material.
However, there is also a negative side to recycling, and a
recycling program that is inappropriately enacted can have strong
negative effects economically and environmentally.

Let us look, for example, at one of the most widely targeted
materials in recycling programs today --old newspapers. Newspaper
recycling is nothing new. For decades, old newsprint has been an
important raw material in the manufacture of paper products. What
is new, however, is the idea of recycling newsprint for the
purpose of waste management. In the past, old newsprint has been
recycled primarily because there was a need for it as a raw
material for certain products.

In most communities that recycle, newsprint is one of the
most attractive materials to recycle from a waste management
viewpoint. That is because newsprint in a typical community
makes up about 30% by volume of the material going into the
landfill. Furthermore, newsprint is easy to separate and

collect. {l
However, separation and collection alone do not constitute

[




recycling. Unless a collected material can be returned as a
useful product, recycling has not taken place. And while there
is a great incentive to remove newsprint from the landfill, there
is no great incentive to make products out of old newsprint. As
a result, the newsprint market today is one of oversupply and
limited demand.

To understand this, let us examine what happens when
newsprint is recycled. There are two main uses for recycled
newsprint -- recycled boxboard and new newsprint. There are also
some minor uses such as packing materials and such, but those are
very small players in the market. The boxboard market in' the
U.S. is already well satisfied by recycled newsprint -- expansion
there is unlikely. Therefore, the only feasible way of recycling
more newsprint is to use more of it in the production of new
newsprint.

Now, let us take a look at the possibility of utilizing more
old newsprint in the production of new newsprint. Table 1
provides data for production and consumption of newsprint in the
U.S. for 1988. Consumption of newsprint was 13.8 million tons.
of that amount, 8 million tons, or 58% was imported from Canada -
almost all of it made from virgin fibers. Almost all of the
remaining 42% was domestic production.

Table 1 -- 1988 U.S. Newsprint
(million Tons)

Total Consumption 13.8
Domestically Produced 5.8
(1.3 from old newsprint)
Imported From Canada 8.0
Collected 4.7

Now, let us compare this to the amount of old newsprint
collected in 1988 -- 4.7 million tons. Approximately 1.3 million
tons of that was used by domestic mills, representing about 23%
of their total raw material furnish. The rest was either
exported, stockpiled or used for products other than newsprint.

Now, in recent years, we have seen a dramatic drop in the
prices paid for old newspapers. Not too long ago, communities in
this region with newspaper recycling programs were receiving 10
or 20 dollars a ton -- the tooth fairy was doing her job. Today,
some communities are paying 25 dollars a ton to have someone take
their newsprint away for recycling -- the tooth fairy has wised
up to what has been happening in the market. And it should come
as no surprise when we look at the data in Table 1.

If newsprint manufacturers were suddenly required to accept
as much old newsprint as was offered to them, the 4.7 million
tons collected would already represent 81% of domestic
production. As more and more communities begin to recycle, we
will soon reach a point where domestic demand cannot possibly
match supply. This is the myth of newspaper recycling. We can
separate and collect as much as we want, but unless there is a




market, we will not be recycling. |

The reason why so much newsprint is collected is quite clear. “
In recent years, several states and localities in this country !
have established mandatory recycling programs. Here in .
Pennsylvania, for example, most communities will become subject
to mandatory recycling within the next year as ACT 101 takes
effect. Mandatory recycling is also the law in New Jersey, New
York, Rhode Island and other places. Each new community that
begins to recycle represents an addition to the supply side of
the market. Since the domestic demand is limited, there must be
exports to absorb this new supply.

In general, foreign recyclers have high regard for U.S. scrap
newsprint. Why? Well, according to a recent presentation by the
president of the American Paper Institute, one reason is that
U.S. paper has a high virgin long-fiber content.

Now, the reason why newsprint prices have fallen recently is
simply increased supply combined with lack of domestic demand.
Exports involve additional transportation, especially from the
East coast. Furthermore, buyers are not foolish -- they
understand that supply is no longer a function of the free
market, but rather of government mandate. If a reliable
increasing supply is available at any price, why should a buyer
pay a high price?

So what we have is a situation where a previously free market
has been disrupted by a government mandated increase in supply.

How have the state governments responded to this market

imbalance? Simple -- they have tried to also mandate demand. A
recent law in California requires that newspaper publishers in q
that state use at least 25% recycled paper by 1996 and 50% by

2000. In Connecticut, a similar bill requires the usage of at

least 20% recycled paper by 1993, increasing to 90% over four

years. In both cases, exemptions are allowed if a supply of
recycled newsprint is not available at a comparable price.

Some states have tried to encourage demand by requiring state
agencies to purchase recycled paper for office use. The problem
with that approach is that old newsprint cannot be made into
writing papers, but this fact has not seemed to concern the state
legislators who are passing these laws. |

Now, what has been the impact of this government caused
oversupply in the newsprint market? Well, one effect has been
that private recyclers have been put out of business. Many of
them were charitable groups. A study of about thirty drop-off
newspaper collection boxes operated for charities in Seattle
showed a 33% decrease in volumes collected in the first year
after curbside recycling began and a 43% decrease after 18
months. The Wilmington News Journal has a column called "helping
hand" which answer readers’ questions. In September of last year,
a reader wrote "Now that the Lions Club, schools and scouts no
longer take old newspapers, who will take them?". The answer was
"Right now, no one except the trash man".

Another effect has been that some communities are paying a
high price to comply with the law. When the cost of paying to
have newspapers recycled plus the cost of separate curbside
collection is compared to the cost of other disposal options,
recycling of newsprint is probably not the most economical option




for some communities. Then there is the energy impact =-- how
much petroleum is consumed by having separate collections for
recyclables? And what about the efforts in time and
inconvenience for the citizens who must separate their
recyclables?

Can we succeed in stimulating the market to accept more
recycled newsprint? A recent survey of Missouri newspaper
publishers showed very little use of recycled newsprint. Reasons
cited were availability, quality and high price. What does this
mean for the success of the previously mentioned California and
Connecticut attempts to mandate recycled usage? Remembering that
the future for recycled demand is in exports, will overseas
buyers still want U.S. newsprint if such attempts do succeed and
the virgin fiber content drops? Furthermore, it should be
remembered that market stimulation is simply a way of
compensating for a lack of a free market by making it even less
free.

The rush towards recycling is continuing, however. Here in
Pennsylvania, there is a goal of recycling 25% of the solid waste
stream. The state of Maine has set a goal of 25% by 1992 and 50%
by 1994. Virginia wants 10% by 1991 and 25% by 1995. California
wants 25% by 1995 and 50% by 2000. Other states and communities
have set similar goals.

This setting of goals for recycling programs is fast becoming
an American tradition. It reminds me of another American
tradition -- the pie eating contest. You may win an award for
eating the most, but you also suffer the gastric consequences.
Eventually one state will recycle more than any other and
perceive itself to have won the contest, but have any of these
states really figured out what a 10% or 25% or 50% recycling rate
will mean in terms of economic costs, the environment and other
factors?

For the past three years I have served as Program and
Planning Chair of the International Conference on Solid Waste
Management and Secondary Materials which is held in December.
Last year at about this time I received a letter. 1Inside was a
registration card for the Conference. But rather than being
filled out with the usual registration information, it contained
the following message "Is this form printed on recycle paper? I
can’t tell? I think you should make it clear you do use recycle
bond for your printing purposes. Sorry I can’t attend”

The envelope in which the note arrived bears the return
address of a major company in the solid waste management field
along with a prominent notation "Printed on recycled paper". I
wonder how much ink has been used to place "Printed on recycled
paper" on the millions of items being issued by companies and
organizations that wish to demonstrate their committment to
saving resources? How much pigment has been introduced into the
environment in these attempts to show environmental concern? How
much waste is generated by the posters, keychains, pamphlets,
stickers, etc. used to promote recycling as a means of waste
reduction?

As I stated previously, my intention is not to say that
recycling is bad. To the contrary, I feel that in many cases
recycling is wonderful. Some recyclable materials, such as




aluminum, have responded well to government mandated increases in
supply. But I am saying that recycling has negative aspects as

well as positive, and while recycling should be considered as an "1
option in waste management planning, it should not be mandated

for all communities, because for some communities it is not the

best option.

There is an old expression that says than when you are busy
fighting off alligators, it is difficult to remember that your
overall goal is to drain the swamp. Recycling is an alligator,
and too many people have lost sight of the fact that their goal
is not to recycle more, but rather to manage wastes in an
environmentally and economically sound manner.

SHOULD KILIER PIASTICS BE DEGRADABLE?

During a recent gubernatorial election in a nearby state, one
of the candidates proudly stated that as Governor he would ban
"killer plastics" from his state. Putting aside images of a
black-and-white film depicting a giant Baggie devouring Tokyo,
one must wonder what prompted such a statement. The answer that
occurs to me is that this candidate was hoping to capitalize on a
perceived public opinion that plastics waste is somehow the cause
of our solid waste "crisis".

This candidate’s attack on plastics is not an isolated
incident. For some reason, plastics have borne the brunt of
attacks against particular products in the waste stream. To cite
a few examples: ‘!

Suffolk County, New York in 1988 passed a law prohibiting
retail establishments from using plastic packaging, bags and
utensils. In Iowa, a recent senate bill bans the use of plastic
cans. Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minnesota banned all plastic food
packaging that is neither degradable or technologically
recyclable. In Massachusetts, some legislators want to tax
products in plastic containers. A recent bill in Oregon would
ban various non-degradable plastic items. Even the U.S. Congress
has gotten involved. Almost 100 members of the House have
encouraged that polystyrene foam be banned from the House food
service.

Why plastics? The most serious drawback to plastics is that
production of most plastics consumes petroleum. And, as we see
today, our dependence on petroleum can put our economy at risk
and even provide despotic regimes with the financial and
political means to create military threats - to each other and
the rest of the world.

But most public criticism of plastics ignores the oil
problem. An editor of Recycling Times, writing in the journal
Waste Alternatives last year explained why polystyrene - a
particularly attacked plastic - is a problem: "Several features
make polystyrene an unattractive solid waste: it will not
biodegrade if landfilled; some products are manufactured with
harmful chemical compounds that could deplete the earth’s ozone
layer if released;...volume is a problem; and, no system to n
source separate and recycle polystyrene has been implemented".
While her remarks were directed against polystyrene in




particular, these concerns have found there way into the public
with respect to plastics in general.
Let us look at these perceived problems.

Ozone Depletion: It is true that until recently some
polystyrene products were manufactured with fully halogenated
chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) compounds that can endanger the ozone
layer. But these have been replaced voluntarily by the industry
and are no longer a problem in new polystyrene products.

Volume: Yes, it is true that plastics are a significant
portion of the municipal solid waste stream (about 7% by weight
and 30% by volume). But these volumes would not be eliminated if
plastic products did not exist. Rather the plastic products
would simply be replaced by similar products made of other
materials. In some cases the replacement products would have
greater volumes than the replaced plastic products (compare, for
example, the volume of a plastic yoke that holds together a

6-pack with the volume of the cardboard box that was previously
used) . Furthermore, it should be remembered that the quantity of
plastics in the waste stream is simply a reflection of features
that make plastics attractive to consumers (non-breakable,
lightweight, etc.)

Degradability: As an engineer working in the solid waste
management field, I am confused as to why lack of degradablllty
should be a problem. To the contrary, non-degradability is one of
the best features a waste product can have.

We have all heard or read about environmental problems that
can occur at landfills -- leachate contaminating groundwater,
harmful and flammable gases being released, odors, etc. These
problems are largely the result of waste degradation in the
landfill. If every waste product going into a landfill were
non-degradable, we would eliminate almost all of the
environmental problems associated with landfills.

But there are nevertheless those who feel that degradability
is a positive characteristic in a waste product. One common
misconception is that degradable wastes somehow save landfill
space. A recent article in the Delaware Business Review reported
that public opinion polls show most people feel that if all
wastes were degradable there would be no solid waste problem.
There seems to be a perception that degradable items just go
away. This, however, does not happen.

Modern landfills are designed to prevent degradation. By the
time a waste product would degrade, the landfill would already be
closed and capped and there would be no possibility of reusing
any space created by waste degradation. Furthermore, degradable
items must degrade into something -- and that something includes
the leachate products and gases previously mentioned.

Some who advocate degradable plastics feel that such products
would help eliminate litter and the harm that some plastic litter
(such as 6-pack yokes) can cause to wildlife. Of sixteen states
that requlre 6-pack yokes to be degradable, nine do not define
what is meant by degradability and only six specify time frames
in which the degradatlon should take place. Those time frames
vary from 120 days in Florida to five years in Minnesota.

Litter is primarily a social problem, not a waste management




problem. And any community that would allow its litter to sit
uncollected for five years waiting for it to degrade has a more
serious problem to worry about. Furthermore, metal and glass
litter also do not degrade rapidly but there is no public call
for changes in those materials.

With respect to wildlife, litter from some plastic products
does pose a threat, but degradable plastics do not simply degrade
into nothingness. They merely break down into smaller pieces
which are more easily swallowed by animals and with long term
health effects that are not well understood. g

It is even possible that degradable plastics might contribute
to litter. The president of Keep America Beautiful has mentioned
a fear that knowing a product is degradable might be used as a
Justification ‘for littering.

There may be some good uses for degradable plastics such as
products intended for ocean dumping and composting bags. But in
general, the degradable plastic bags that have come on the market
in recent years are sold merely to satisfy public misconceptions.
In a recent article, a representative of Mobil Chemical said that
degradable plastics are not the answer. But his firm makes
degradable Hefty bags because of competition and the previously
mentioned Florida law.

Recycling: Although plastics recycling was minimal a few
years ago, many communities are now successfully recycling
plastics and their number is increasing rapidly. What is
unfortunate is that much of this recycling is being done to
satisfy a public and legislators who do not understand that |
recycling is not the only option. And it is unfortunate. ‘
Plastics are often best suited for energy recovery, not
recycling. But in order to satisfy a misinformed public,
valuable energy and money are being wasted.

SMOKE GETS IN YOUR EYES

The final myth I wish to discuss is the myth that
incineration of solid waste with energy recovery causes air
pollution.

There are currently about 135 solid waste incinerators in use
in the U.S., 120 of which recover energy. They process 13% of
U.S. trash. About ninety more are under construction and by
1992, a little over 25% of U.S. municipal solid waste will be
burnt. As many as 200 more facilities are under consideration.
Here in Chester, the third largest energy recovery plant in the
country will begin operations in January.

Many individuals and environmental organizations oppose this
trend towards burning. Their major area of concern is the
atmospheric emissions produced by these plants.

There is no question that municipal solid waste incinerators
produce unwanted environmental by-products. Viewed only as a
waste management tool, energy recovery plants can be considered a
source of pollution. '

But an energy recovery facility is not just a waste disposal
tool. It is also a power plant. Given that a certain level of
electric power production is required in the U.S., some fuel must




be used to produce that power. Petroleum is, as previously
discussed, a poor choice. Natural gas is currently plentiful but
still subject to certain limitations. Nuclear power plant
construction is indefinitely on hold. In practice, coal is the
fuel of choice for future power plants.

Table 2 shows the estimated emissions for an energy recovery
facility being built at the Brooklyn Navy Yard in New York and a
coal burning power plant of comparable power production capacity.
While the emissions of individual pollutants vary, the overall
emissions are comparable.

Table 2 -- Emissions
(Tons/Year)
Pollutant Brooklyn Navy Industrial Coal
Yard Facility Boiler
Particulates 161 486
S0, 1177 1847
NO, 2973 3403
CcO 366 187
HC 66 56
Lead 14.5 3=5

If the energy recovery plant were not built, coal fired power
production would very likely be needed instead. When one
considers that an energy recovery facility negates the need for a
coal fired plant, it can be said that there is no net atmospheric
pollution from energy recovery. And, unlike coal mining which
has its own environmental concerns, the acquisition of fuel for
an energy recovery plant reduces a waste disposal problemn.

THE ANSWER

A short time ago, someone on campus mentioned to me that she
asks for paper bags, rather than plastic, in the supermarket. Her
reason was that paper bags are better for the environment.

Not wishing to miss an opportunity to make a point, I
explained the following: If her trash were sent to a landfill
after collection, using the plastic bag would be more
environmentally friendly from a waste management viewpoint
because it would take up less landfill space and not degrade into
possibly harmful by-products. If her trash were incinerated, the
plastic bag would burn more cleanly if it did not contain heavy
metals in its pigments. If it did contain such pigments, the
paper bag would probably result in cleaner emissions.

If her town recycles, it is unlikely that the brown bags used
in supermarkets would be acceptable for recycling since there is
a very limited market for them. Some supermarkets in the area
accept plastic bags for recycling, but not all.

She should, of course, also consider the environmental impact
of the manufacturing of the bags. Paper manufacturing is a very
polluting operation while the production of polyethylene bags is




relatively clean. However, the paper bag is made from renewable
trees while the plastic bag uses limited oil. 3

Based upon this information, she should evaluate her choice MJ
each time she shops, as conditions do change.

I tell this story to show that solid waste decision making is
a complex process. Given this complexity, how can we manage our
solid wastes in the most environmentally and economically sound
manner?

To answer that question I would like to first identify the
major problem with solid waste management in the U.S. today: The
generation of solid waste is a free market process, but the
disposal of solid waste is a socialistic process.

When a consumer purchase a product that will eventually
become a part of the waste stream, the choice is dependent on
price, convenience, product appearance and other perceived
differences between that product and others. In this way the
consumer chooses a soft drink in an aluminum can rather than a
glass bottle or a disposable diaper instead of a cloth one.

When the consumer’s trash is collected, however, it does not
matter if one small can is collected or several large cans - the
price is the same in most communities. This is true where
municipal collection is provided with funds from the general tax
base as well as in those areas where residents contract with a
private hauler.

So while the consumer makes a free market choice to purchase
a product, there is no economic incentive to reduce the amount of
waste being disposed of. It is this incompatibility between the 1
economic systems of waste production and waste disposal at the
consumer level that creates the solid waste problems we face
today.

Many of our legislators have attempted to correct this
incompatibility by socializing the production side of consumer
waste. The product bans, proposed taxes on plastics and other
such measures that I have previously mentioned are all examples
of such attempts. Others have attempted to socialize disposal
even further by mandating recycling.

The problem with such attempts is that they create very
expensive governmental bureaucracies that are economically
inefficient. Furthermore, they limit consumer choice and reduce
flexibility in choosing among waste disposal alternatives.

I propose that the answer is to move in the other direction
and introduce the free market to waste disposal. In particular,
this would involve the following:

1) All waste processing and disposal facilities must be
environmentally sound. This might include requiring liners and
caps for all landfills as well as the establishment of a
maintenance fund to cover any repair or remediation work required
after closure. Recycling and energy recovery facilities might
also be subject to more stringent requirements. Such measures
will increase the cost of waste disposal, but today’s costs are a
relative bargain and the long term costs of improper
environmental management far outweigh the short term costs of 'F
proper management. %

2) Waste collection should be charged on a per container or

10




per pound basis. And the cost must reflect the true cost of
collectlon, transfer, transport, processing, and disposal in an
environmentally sound manner.

Once consumers are faced with paying the true cost of
disposing of their generated wastes, there will be no need for
mandated recycling or product bans. A consumer may decide to use
a disposable diaper and pay for its disposal or a cloth dlaper
and aveid that cost. A consumer may purchase a product in a
non-recyclable container and pay for disposal or make a
recyclable purchase. The consumer who has an aluminum can to
dispose of may throw it in the trash and pay for its disposal or,
instead, recycle that can at whatever price is being paid by a
competltlve, non-subsidized secondary materials market.

Some might argue that without mandated recycling, most
consumers will not recycle. If the true total cost of waste
disposal were reflected in the collection cost, I suspect that a
viable recycling market would flourish. Before mandatory
recycling drove them out of business, private recyclers existed
despite socialized collection. And if a particular material is
not often recycled, that will simply be a reflection of market
conditions. If a shortage for that material occurs, the market
will respond to remove that shortage.

In recent years, some communities have begun to experiment
with volume or weight based collections. unfortunately, these
communities often still subsidize recycling or fail to reflect
the true cost of disposal in collection fees. I suspect that in
the near future, however, as the costs of inefficient waste
management by bloated bureaucracies become more obvious, the
wisdom of a free market for solid waste management will become
more apparent.




State of Maryland
Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling

Agenda - August 5, 1991

The meeting will be held at The Maryland Municipal League, 1212 West Street, Annapolis

Convene, Self Introductions and Adoption of Minutes
Staff’s and Chairman’s Reports

Continued Discussion of Raising Revenues for Recycling and their Disposition
» This meeting will be devoted to completing our work
on this topic. The discussion will center around the
enclosed draft interim report. Please be prepared to finish
this discussion so that a final version can be sent to the
Govemor.

Discussion of Means of Reducing the Amount of Municipal Solid Waste
+ At the July meeting, those present were challenged to
generate ways by which the amount of municipal solid
waste can be reduced, other than the means we have
covered so far and other than by recycling. We will not
discuss methods that will interfere with interstate
commerce. Everyone is so challenged!

11:30 a.m. Old and New Business

12:00 Adjourn

NOTE: Based on discussion at the July meeting, we will invite Mr. Stanley W. Tucker, Executive
Director of the Maryland Small Business Development Financing Authority, to discuss small business
incubators. If Mr. Tucker is able to attend, the agenda will be altered to provide time for his presentation
and our discussion.

REMINDER: The September meeting is postponed (tentatively) to Thursday, September 12. It will be
an all day meeting, with a portion devoted to planning for 1992.




Governor's Advfsory Council on Recycling:’
August 5, 1991
MINUTES

Members in attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN
The Honorable Thomas Duncan, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
Mr. Lawrence Hayward, packaging industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, packaging.industry
Mr. Marcus Marx, solid waste industry (representing Mr. George Hudnet)

Dr. Michael Pelczar, Jr., environmental community
. James Pittman, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)
Mr. C1iff Willey, Maryland Environmental Service

(;epresenting Mr. George Perdikakis)
The Honorable Gerald Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Members absent:

Mr. James F. Katcef, food and beverage industry

Dr. Dan K. Morhaim, general public

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin

Mr. Thomas Redmond, Sr., recycling industry

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Association

Others in attendance:

Mr. William Burroughs, PolySource

Mr. Kristen Hughes, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. Richard Keller, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
Ms. Virginia Lipscomb, MDE &

Ms. Lori Scozzafava, MDE

The monthly meeting of the Governor's Advisory Council on Recycling was held
on August 5, 1991 at the Maryland Muaicipal League with Dr. Harvey Alter
convening the meeting at 9:08 a.m. Dr. Alter welcomed new members,

Mr. Thomas Duncan and Mr. James Pittman, to the Council. Dr. Alter added that
Ms. Regina McNeill has resigned as Councilwoman for Berwyn Heights to become a
Commissioner for the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission

and will no longer be a member of this Council.

Dr. Alter explained that the delay in officially appointing new Council
members was due to the large number of appointments currently being considered
by the Governor's Office and that new members would be notified in due course.
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The following amendments were requested to previous minutes. The "Others in
attendance” listing for the July 1, 1991 meeting is amended to include

Mr. Kristen Hughes. The May minutes are amended on page three in reference to
packaging to reflect the fact that the article in the February 1988 issue of
the Journal of Packaging Technology, quoted by Mr. Paul Hollinger, suggests
that the percentage of plastics that will be recycled may not increase due to

the value of the material.

Staff Report

Ms. Lori Scozzafava confirmed that the next meeting will be from 9:00 a.m. to
3:00 p.m. on September 12, 1991 at the Department of Natural Resources' Wye
Island facility. The morning will be a regular meeting with the afternoon
being used to address all the issues that have been raised and tabled for
future discussion and to set goals for the coming year. Everyone was urged to
attend and dress casually. Food for lunch will be provided, courtesy of Mr.
Barry Scher. Members were encouraged to contribute additional items by

contacting Ms. Scozzafava.

Ms. Scozzafava reported that all of the County Recycling Plans are officially

in to MDE. The final two are in the review process. She added that new Solid
Waste Management Plans (SWMP) have been required of the counties by MDE to /#
replace the hodgepodge of amendments which have been submitted for several &
years to update existing plans. The new SWMP will also include the impact of
recycling on the solid waste management system. In regards to the generic ad
campaign, she state that the final products have been received from the EPA
consultant but that some changes are needed before they can be distributed.

In response to Senator Winegrad's inquiry, Ms. Scozzafava reported that MDE is
developing a unifying theme "A11 STAR" or All State Agencies Recycle to get

the State agency recycling program back on track. Contract probiems

encountered by DGS have been resolved. DGS is signing a contract with Athelas

to act as a statewide contractor while still allowing each agency to obtain

its own contractor if it is more economical or efiicient. |

Dr. Alter commented that a new group concerned with recycling had been formed
by the Governor. Ms. Scozzafava reported that this group is chaired by

Mr. Gary Thorpe, the Governor's Energy Conservation and Recycling Czar.

Mr. Thorpe is the Executive Director of the Maryland Energy Administration.
Ms. Scozzafava attends the meetings of this group and will be happy to report
back to the Council. The current meetings are focusing on revitalizing the
State agency recycling program and development of a statewide recycling
newsletter. The newsletter would be distributed to county governments and

others, as well as State agencies.
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Advisory Council Interim Report

The July 8, 1991 draft of the Interim Report was discussed. Explanation of

the proposed Senate Bill 680 given by Senator Winegrad (who was not able to
attend the last two meetings) demonstrated a misunderstanding of the Bill

which will be corrected in the next draft of the Interim Report. Distribution
of monies in the recycling fund was meant to provide the Department the Ny
greatest possible flexibility to attract recycling businesses as appropriate
or fund county programs where heip is most needed. Appendix i and “Current
Means to Stimulate Recycling" on page four will be revised to reflect new
information supplied at the meeting by Mr. Cl1iff Willey. Before submitting
the Interim Report, Senator Winegrad suggested that the Council hear from the
National Council of State Legislators (NCSL). He will arrange for a
representative of NCSL to attend the October meeting to report on what
financing mechanisms are being used by other State governments, how they have
been implemented, and how they are working out. He will also try to get
someone from Pennsylvania to come to the October meeting to report on how the
tonnage fee is working there. Dr. Alter added that he could provide summaries
as well of what is going on in other states though all but New Jersey have
limited experience. He agreed that it would be worthwhile to have a live

report.

Senator Winegrad reported that another method used by a number of states to
stimulate recycling is to ban materials from the landfill unless the State
certifies that markets do not exist. Ms. Scozzafava noted that a review of
the County recycling plans indicates that banning yard waste from landfills

has been proposed by several counties.

On page four, paragraph two, the last line will be deleted per discussion. It
was stated that small tonnage fees would be more likely to drive the waste

into the woods than into another state..

PR

There was lengthy discussion of whether to separate the issue of "stimulating
at the margin" from thne *waste-end fee" concept since agreement could not be
reached on the fee issue. It was proposed to go ahead with the first issue
and look at the waste-end fee issue.again after getting input at the October
meeting. At the September meeting, the group will hear from MDE, MES, MACO,
and the Northeast Authority about where they perceive the problems are that
could most effectively be helped by State funding. Mr. Kristen Hughes felt
that this would be important so that the Council's report could clearly
identify the problems, give general solutions, and demonstrate how they would
solve the problems raised. Mr. Gagliardo suggested that the Council look at
the money still available in existing funds and determine how this system
could be restructured to be more responsive to recycling needs. He
recommended sending the report to the Governor piecemeal so that he could
start to develop his legislative package. Dr. Alter responded that he will
make changes to the draft Interim Report and mail it out. He requested a
quick review time and submittal of comments to him as soon as possible.
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Task Group Reports

Procurement

Mr. Michael Gagliardo distributed a draft report for review. He requested
that comments be directed to him so that he could have a revised draft for the
September meeting. Mr. Richard Keller answered questions on State procurement
of recyclables. He stated that draft regulations are in the Procurement Plan
prepared by tne Department of Generai Services and shouid be Tinaiized by -
January 1, 1992, -

Mr. Keller reported that the cost of recycled paper depends on a number of
factors - where you buy, how much you buy, the size of the mili. Most
producers of recycled paper are small mills which do not have the economies of
scale that regular large paper mills do. There is some question on the issue
of tax incentives being given to virgin materials. The residue in large mills
can be used as fuel while it may have to be disposed as hazardous waste at
small mills. The cost of processing once you have the pulp is about the same.
Mr. Paul Hollinger asserted that where possible, the State should purchase
products packaged in recycled material. This should be guidance rather than
mandate and should be reasonable, possibly on high volume items. He offered
as an unrealistic, negative example, a bid requirement that the product would

not use any polystyrene packaging.

Mr. Lawrence Hayward had a question about recycled content in food-contact
paper. 'The survey form used to generate the report is based on the U.S.
Conference of Mayors survey and includes only those items included on that
survey form, which did not incude food-contact paper. Dr. Alter responded
that anything coming into contact with food is considered a food additive by
the FDA. Its use must be approved by the FDA and the applicant must prove the
consistent nature of the product which is difficult due to the lack of

homogeneity of post-consumer recycled content paper.

Waste Reduction

A user fee at the curb was discussed as a waste reduction incentive. Some
communities have used a volume-based waste disposal fee, i.e., per bag or per
can and others are now trying a weight-based fee where each customer's garbage
is weighed and billed separately on a per pound collected basis.

Ms. Scozzafava interjected that there is a tremendous variety of approaches
used by the counties to charge for waste disposal. Senator Winegrad added
that it would be very difficult for the State to mandate how the counties paid
for waste disposal. Mr. Hollinger suggested that to get the biggest impact
from waste reduction you should Took to the largest component of the waste
stream - paper. The status of cellulose insulation was reported. It goes up
and down with the housing market. The existing Maryland company, Suburban
Insulation, is expanding. A new producer, Louisiana Pacific, is planning on a

site in Baltimore County.
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Mr. Hollinger also suggested that a tax on shopping bags and grocery bags
might encourage the use of cloth or net bags as are common in Europe.

Mr. Hollinger distributed an article on packaging and the law from the Journal
of Packaging Technology, March/April, 1991, and an article on packaging
reduction from Converting Magazine, July, 1991. o

Senator Wincgrad commentied that we are gendrating am umaccepiabiy higiramount

of waste per person. Dr. Alter questioned the accuracy of world-wide figures.
He has assigned a summer intern to delve into the disparities in reporting

waste generation.

Mr. William Burroughs distributed some recommendations on how the Council
should proceed in response to a previous request by Dr. Alter.

***Meeting was adjourned at 11:55 a.m. .The next meeting is scheduled for
September 12, 1991 at the Wye Island DRN facility from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
Dress casually and be prepared to wind up this year's projects and set next

year's gozls.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

September 12, 1991

1 1991

Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN

George Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry _

Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal”Auth.
Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry -

James Pittman, III, Maryland Department of the Environment
Dan Morhaim, General Public

Thomas Duncan, MACO

Lawrence Hayward, Amoco Corporation

Members not in Attendance:

g

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
The
Mr.
Mr.
The

James Katcef, Food & Beverage Industry

Regina J. McNeill, Maryland Municipal League

Lenny Minutillo, Food & Beverage Industry

Michael Pelczar, Environmental Community

George Perdikakis, Maryland Environmental Service
Honorable Joan B. Pitkin

Thomas Redmond, Recycling Industry

Barry F. Scher, Maryland Food Dealers Assoc.
Honorable Gerald W. Winegard, Maryland State Senate

Others in Attendance:

Mr.
Ms.

SEEE

Gary Thorpe, Maryland Energy Administration

Beryl Friel, Mid-Shore Regional Recycling Project

Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service

Robert Perciasepe, Secretary, Department of the Environment
Lori Scozzafava, Maryland Department of the Environment
Glenn Dodson, Maryland Dept. of the Environment

William Burroughs, PolySource

The monthly meeting of the Governor’s Advisory Council on
Recycling was held on September 12, 1991 at the DNR facility on
Wye Island, with Dr. Harvey Alter convening the meeting at 9:30

A.M.

This meeting was an all day meeting with a portion of the

proceedings dedicated to planning for the upcoming year. The
minutes from the August meeting were adopted.
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Staff Report and Chairman’s Report

Ms. Lori Scozzafava presented an update on various projects
currently being pursued by the Office of Waste Minimization and
Recycling.

A preliminary draft of the tire regulations are complete and are
going through internal review. It will be made available to all
members at the appropriate time. These regulations will
establish a framework for the tire recycling program as well as
licensing/approval procedures, storage specifications and
requirements. Ms. Scozzafava also reported on MDE’s report to
the Environmental Matters Committee. This presentation included
a status report on recycling in Maryland and recommendations for
the future. In essence the presentation stated that the county
programs are doing "some" good work but continued advancement and
fine tuning are needed. Financial problems still exist in many
counties and is a major topic of concern.

Mr. James Pittman stated that the new unofficial figures for

solid waste disposed in the state will be approximately 5 million

tons for 1991. He added that some counties do not differentiate
between MSW and rubble. ‘

Ms. Scozzafava stated that it is important for the Office of f
Waste Minimiaion and Recycling (OWMR) to place a high priority on
recycling regulations development. Dr. Alter added that the

Council is to advise the Governor on the development of

regulations and therefore it may be appropriate for the Council

to develop an outline for specific recommendations.

Ms. Scozzafava announced that there is a vacant position at OWMR
and that questions should be directed to her. It was also
announced that Chaz Miller is the new Director of NSWMA.

Mr. Pittman presented information about Freestate Recycling in
Frederick Co. At a public meeting the County Commissioners
agreed to reconsider the inclusion of this site into the Solid
Waste Plan. If this site is not included then permits cannot be
granted.

Dr. Alter announced that filling the vacancies for Lenny
Minutillo and Regina McNeill is being pursued. Secretary
Perciasepe and Gerald Thorpe arrived and participated in the
morning session.

Dr. Alter read aloud a letter he received from the Governor which |
commented on the various reports and recommendations submitted by '
the Council. The letter was very positive and a copy is included

with these minutes. In response to this letter , Dr. Alter will

draft a report to the General Assembly. Secretary Perciasepe

offered to have the subsequent printing done through MDE.
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Dr. Alter presented a list of items that he feels "fall through
the cracks" in the Governor’s charge to the Council. This list
of recommended topics for the Governor’s consideration and/or
support include: (1) DOT should place used tire requirements in
asphalt specifications; (2) look to develop a TDF plant in
Maryland to produce energy, much like California; (3) leave all
grass clippings on public right-of-ways; (4) the use of tree
clippings for mulch; (5) school recycling programs; (6) encourage
rapid transit recycling; (8) recommend the use of leaf compost as
landfill cover; (9) recommend sending white goods to scrap
processors. A draft will be developed and forwarded to the
members for review. Remember this will simply be a list of
topics that the Governor may want appropriate Departments oOr
agencies to investigate further.

Dr. Alter commented that he believes that price preferences only
encourage people to set higher prices. He suggested that a
sliding scale which would reduce over time might be appropriate.
Councilman Thomas Duncan stated that currently there is a 30%
difference in price for certain products.

Mr. Hollinger questioned whether the Governor understood that
recycling costs money and also why is recycling promoted over
burning when the economics are better for burning. Secretary
Perciasepe stated that the Governor understands completely that
recycling has a cost. He also stated that the Governor is also
very aware that economics is not the only driving force to
recycling. There is the whole concept of global resource
preservation and global responsibility. This concept of the
government either doing or promoting something that is not driven
by economics is evident in many different instances (eg. emission
control devices on cars would not be standard if left up to
economic forces).

Dr. Alter stated that Senator Winegrad is trying to form a task
force to suggest what might be included in future legislation.
This group would include George Hudnet, Dan Morhaim, Joan Pitkin,
Bill Burroughs, and Dr. Alter.

Secretary Perciasepe stated that he emphasized several items in
his presentation to the Environmental Matters Committee: MDE is
in favor of making solid waste operate much like water and sewer
with the use of user fees and/or tipping fees; MDE supports the
legislature staying with the current recycling percentages until
1994 and then at that time possibly raise the percentage
requirement; MDE supports content percentages in certain
products. Mr. Burroughs stated his full agreement with these
positions.
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Interim Report on Stimulating at the Margin
Comments in response to the report included:

1) A statement that Fiscal Services may recommend a waste end
tax to raise revenues.

2) Written changes from George Perdikakis will be incorporated
into the report. Mr. Michael Taylor explained that there is
presently available $4.5 million for-reimbursable grants for
engineering and design work (0% interest) plus $1 million
for recycling project equipment and construction. .This
report will be forwarded to the Governor with changes.

Waste Reduction

A lengthy discussion ensued and it was recommend that Barry Scher
be consulted about the use of reused packaging. Mr. Paul
Hollinger suggested that the Council include institutional and
industrial packaging when recommending the reduction of waste in
packaging. He believes that there is great room for development
in this sector. He also recommends that reusable packaging
should be recommended where possible.

Future Meetings

Field trips to Lever Brothers to see their recycled plastics
processing, and to the Montgomery County MRF will be scheduled
for the November and December meetings. These will be
coordinated between Mike Taylor and Paul Hollinger. Dr. Alter
and staff should be contacted so that the other members can be
notified.

Public Information and Perception

There was a discussion of the perception that people have when it
comes to the costs and benefits of recycling. It was strongly
argued both that people recycle because they think someone is
making money, and conversely that people recycle because they are
aware that they are doing something of benefit to society, not
necessarily a monetary benefit. Dr. Morhaim agrees with
Secretary Perciasepe’s concept that there are benefits to
recycling that are not monetary and that there are also cost to
"not recycling” that must be considered when evaluating the costs
and benefits to recycling. Mr. Gagliardo suggested that a major
cost of not recycling is the political costs of constantly siting
landfills.

N




Page 5
Miscellaneous

It was strongly suggested that the counties use a standardized
accounting system when they are figuring costs associated with
recycling.

It was decided not to address the ONP issue since the Newsprint
Recycling Board will address issues concerning ONP.

it was suggested that *the Council develop a model for phasing in
user fees. MDE will develop some background information for the
November meeting.

It was suggested that the Council invite Mark Wasserman to a
future meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m. The next meeting is
scheduled for October 7, 1991 at the Maryland Municipal League in
Annapolis, from 9:00 a.m. until 12:30 p.m.
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Governor’'s Advisory Council on Recycling

April 6, 1992

Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN M4

Mr. Thomas Duncan, MACO Y ks

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Auth.

Mr. George Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry

Dr. Dan Morhaim, General Public

Ms. Lori Scozzafava, Maryland Department of the Environment
(representing Mr. James Pittman)

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service
(representing Mr. George Perdikakis)

Members not in Attendance:

Mr. Lawrence Hayward, Packaging Industry

Mr. James Katcef, Food & Beverage Industry

Mr. Michael Pelczar, Environmental Community

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates
Mr. Thomas Redmond, Recycling Industry

Mr. Barry Scher, Food Dealers Association

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Marcus Marx, Solid Waste Industry
Mr. Bill Burroughs

The regularly scheduled meeting of the Governor'’s Advisory
Council on Recycling was held on April 6, 1992 at the Maryland
Municipal League with Dr. Harvey Alter convening the meeting.

The minutes from the March 2, 1992 meeting were reviewed.

Dr. Alter suggested that Lenny Minutillo and Regina McNeil be
removed from Members not in Attendance, because they both have
resigned. Dr. Alter also stated that the Governor will be
appointing the new members to fill the vacancies on the Board.
Dr. Alter will coordinate with the Governor’s Office to contact
the individuals so that they may start attending the meetings
before they officially receive their appointments. Mr. Hollinger
requested that the minutes be changed so that remarks concerning
the burning of tires state that he is not an advocate of burning
tires in kilns, but he is an advocate of exploring the issue.
The minutes were adopted with these changes.




Dr. Alter suggested that the EPA has a report out about markets
for tires and along with the ESSROC test information a task group
should review this information and report to the Council.

Mr. Hollinger and Dr. Morhaim volunteered to take part.

Dr. Alter provided staff with three articles for distribution:

Reaching for High Recycling Percentages: What it Requires, Solid

Waste and Power; Financing Recycling Programs, Waste Age; and MRF

Growth Defies Economic Conditions, Waste Age. These publications

will be forwarded to the members by Staff. Dr. Morhaim also

prov1ded the members with a handout entitled, Container &
Packaging Recycling, Container Recycling Institute.

Dr. Alter put a discussion of public education and information on
the May agenda.

staff Report

MDE has completed the preliminary draft of the Natural Wood Waste

Regulations. Copies will be provided to the members.

Ms. Scozzafava stated that the public hearing for the Tire
Regulations was held and the comments were minor, which speaks to
the fact that major issues were discussed with the industry
through the Scrap Tire Task Force. Comments that were received
will be addressed and a new draft will be developed.

The Newsprint Recycling Board has completed its recommendations
for a newsprint tonnage reporting system. MDE has accepted them,
and publishers will now have to report the recycled content
contained in the papers they distribute in Maryland on these
forms. The first reports from the publishers are due at the end
of April.

A draft County tonnage reportlng system has been developed.

Ms. Scozzafava stated that it is understood that many times it is
a difficult situation for counties when they are compared to
other state's jurisdictions who's regulations allow additional
materials in their calculation of recycling percentages. For
this reason, the system will allow reporting of materials that
will not go towards their goal, but will show their effort and
progress.

The Maryland Recycllng Conference has been set for May 13 & 14 at
Maryland Hall in Annapolis. Dr. Alter suggested that Ernie
Honig-Kent, from the Chamber of Commerce, should be contacted as
a contributing sponsor.

As a side note, it was announced that Environmental Concepts is
bankrupt.

é




Economics and Financing Report

Mr. Gagliardo distributed revised drafts of the report. He
walked through the spreadsheets step by step. These sheets can
be used by any jurisdiction for planning purposes. Variables
will be set by the county (population, rate of population growth,
etc.), certain assumptions will be input and then the computer
will calculate the outcome. Ms. Scozzafava requested that a
summary of recycling costs versus waste costs be included. This
topic will be revisited at the May meeting.

Regionalization

The members were asked to prepare ideas for ways in which the
Council can foster County regionalization where it makes sense.
Ms. Scozzafava pointed out that one of the ways in which the
State has assisted counties with regionalization is through
commissioning studies designed to illustrate potential options.

There was a discussion concerning whether economic incentives
could make regionalization happen. Mr. Duncan stated that there
must be a commitment by the governing body and they must
illustrate the economics of it to their constituents. The
politicians then must act and stand behind their actions.

Mr. Gagliardo stated that there are essentially two ways in which
the State can assist in promoting regionalization; 1) money and
expertise, and 2) a mechanism or intermediary (MES or the
Authority) that will allow it to happen.

Dr. Alter suggested expanding the role of the Authority or MES to
include waste management of the entire state. There was a
discussion that statewide management of solid waste is being done
in Delaware and works because of its size and the person running
the program. It was pointed out that this has not worked in
Wisconsin, Rhode Island or Connecticut. Mr. Duncan emphasised
that regionalization must start at the grass roots level and that
the communities must feel that it is their project.

Dr. Alter stated that the Counties in many circumstances are in
need of solid waste consulting services. He suggested that MES
could provide this service. He also added that MDE might not be
the agency that should perform this service because MDE is the
permitting authority and there may be a conflict of interest
which may cause confusion. Project development and operation
should not be performed by the same agency doing the permitting.
Ms. Scozzafava pointed out that, at this time, MDE does not
permit recycling facilities.

Mr. Taylor interjected that presently there is nothing preventing
MES from performing any environmental service for a jurisdiction
except the ability of that jurisdiction to finance the project
and the jurisdictions request for the project.




Dr. Alter asked if giving priority to regional projects would
foster regionalization. Ms. Scozzafava stated that MDE is
implementing this rationale when making its recommendations for
grant funding this year. She added that the way to prevent
phoney regionalization projects is by having all the paper work
and budgets up front, and then monltorlng the utilization of the
funds. Mr. Taylor stated that, in some circumstances, this would
hinder projects that are 1nherently not regional, due to
transportation costs, etc. He stated that this requirement may
cause jurisdictions not to use the Authority or MES because they
know that their first hurdle will be to re-examine
regionalization.

The CTouncil agreed that to truly regionalize, the jurisdictional
boundaries need to be erased and the landfill, rubblefill, or
recycling facility should be placed in the best available
location. Dr. Alter requested that a report on regionalization
be developed. The report should have two parts: (1) Background,
Mike Taylor; and (2) Policies, Pros and Cons, Dr. Alter.

The Council will look at institutionalizing public education
activities. The State Government has many agencies involved in
recycling, and there should be coordination of these activities.

0ld or New Business

In response to an earlier proposal by the Recycled Product Task
Force for a "Year of Recycling," Ms. Scozzafava has proposed to
the Maryland Recyclers Coalition that 1993 be the designated year
of recycling and that special events be scheduled (meet your
representatlve, tours of facilities, etc.). The year 1993 is
significant in that this is the year in which the Counties must
meet their recycling goals (January 1, 1994).

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 p.m. The next meeting is
scheduled for May 4, 1992 at the Maryland Municipal League, from
9:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

May 4, 1992

Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN
Mr. Thomas Duncan, MACO
Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Auth.
Mr. Michael Pelczar, Environmental Community
Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry
Mr. Barry Scher, Food Dealers Association
Mr. James Pittman, Maryland Department of the Environment
Ms. Pat Tantum, Maryland Environmental Service
(representing Mr. George Perdikakis)
The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Members not in Attendance:

Mr. Lawrence Hayward, Packaging Industry

Mr. James Katcef, Food & Beverage Industry

Mr. George Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates
Dr. Dan Morhaim, General Public 3

Mr. Thomas Redmond, Recycling Industry S&&

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Glenn Dodson, MDE

Mr. Bill Burroughs

Dr. Massoud Ahmadi, Department of Economic and Employment Development
Mr. Patrick Lister, Maryland Forum

The regularly scheduled meeting of the Governor’s Advisory Council on
Recycling was held on May 4, 1992, at the Maryland Municipal League,
with Dr. Harvey Alter convening the meeting.

The minutes from the April 6, 1992 meeting were reviewed. Dr. Alter
stated that it should be understood thatshig suggestions stated on
page two of the May minutes were not intended to imply his support or

non-support of these topics but simply to stimulate discussion. The
minutes were adopted with this change.

Dr. Alter distributed the Governor'’s letter commenting on the 1991
Annual Report. Dr. Alter pointed out the response to the Council’s
comments on tires and suggested that this information and other
recycling information be channeled to the Council through other means
than through letters from the Governor. Dr. Alter suggested a central
location where all solid waste/recycling information should pass
through and be stored, he suggested the University of Maryland.

Dr. Pelczar said that with the budget situation, the Universities
ability to extend its duties may be in question. Dr. Alter stated that
he was happy to announce that the EPA is finally talking about
establishing an extension service.




Dr. Alter will respond to the Governor’s letter with comments pointing
out the need for a central location for information.

It was announced that the Maryland Recyclers Conference would be held
on May 13 and 14 at Maryland Hall, Annapolis MD.

Senator Winegrad stated that the ESSROC test burn in Frederick has
revealed that lower emissions were evident across the board except for
CO2. He added that the testing covered the full range of emissions.
He stated that this could "potentially" handle all the tires produced
yearly in MD.

1992 Maryland General Assembly

Senator Winegrad presented a brief overview of the 1992 Legislative
Session with regard to Bills on which the Council made recommendations
to the Governor.

HB 1346 Reduction of Toxics in Packaging: Passed with very little
dissent or changes. One change was made to take care of a major
specialty steel company in MD.

Plastic Content Legislation: Legislation was passed with considerable
changes in the Senate and then was defeated in the House.

Comprehensive Recycling Fee, Bans on White Goods, Lead Acid Batteries,
and Yard Waste: Amended in the Senate to remove the fee because of the
array of taxes being proposed throughout the Legislature this year.

The bans were left in the bill but this met its death in the
Environmental Matters Committee.

HB 1088 Solid Waste Management - Composting: Passed. Requires
standards and grading of composted material. It also prohibits a
landfill operator from accepting any separated yard waste unless he
composts it.

SB 37 Mercury Oxide Batteries Recycling and Disposal: Passed. The
bill requires the industry to set up the collection system. The
industry is behind the recycling of these batteries in part because
they do not want them banned, which several jurisdictions in the

country have done. They haMe gfeatly reduced many of the chemicals and

are essentially saying that'they* will continue to reduce potentially
harmful properties of the batteries and they will aggressively recycle.

Mr. Barry Scher stated that the FERST Company will be working with
Giant to do a project that will compost waste from specific locations.
It was stated that historically mixed waste composting has been an
economic "bust". He added that separated waste composting has shown to
be successful in many instances.

There was a discussion of NIMBYism and some of the situations were it
recently occurred. Senator Winegrad stated that there were more Bills
related to NIMBYism rather than environmental merits than he could ever
remember. One Bill that was passed will set up a task force to discuss
the whole issue of hazardous waste disposal in MD.

¢




on a side note, Mr. Hollinger stated that he feels that the Council
should be more in the loop when information about relevant issues in
recycling is distributed, specifically information on the ESSROC test
burn information. Dr. Alter agreed and he stated as he did before
Mr. Hollinger arrived that he would point this situation out in his
reply to the Governor.

Department of Economic and Employment Development

Dr. Massoud Ahmadi gave an overview of Deed’s recycling activities.

He stated that Secretary Wasserman has been involved with the
development of two "cluster teams", Life Sciences and Information
Technologies. The goal of the teams is to gather information, evaluate
the information and determine the economic advantages of the service
and then to examine the ways in which they can assist these types @f
companies. He added that life sciences and information technologies
are considered to be the frontiers of economic development in the
state.

Dr. Ahmadi stated that currently DEED is involved with only three
projects: $4.1 million loan, Maryland Paper Limited Partnership,
Washington County; $35 million loan, FERST; $1.5 million loan
guarantee, Mid Atlantic Recycling Corporation. DEED is capable of
granting loans or guarantees. They are working on a data management
program. They will survey the industry to determine the size of ' Ehe
entire market. This data base will be updated monthly. Dr. Pelczar
suggested that there is a need for a support mechanism for firms that
are doing environmental work. The profitability of a firm wishing

to come into Maryland should not be measured solely by its economic
value added but also by the value added to the environment of Maryland.

Dr. Ahmadi stated that there is a need to make the tax laws as
beneficial to biotech firms as to manufacturing firms.

Mr. Jim Pittman stated that MDE has coordinated with DEED on a number
of projects and continues to coordinate with them. In many instances
MDE has provided a "one stop shopping" format so that firms can
simultaneously apply for several permits. MDE does this in house.

Mr. Bill Burroughs added that many times recycling businesses need
technical assistance. They are small amd @\ many cases don’t have a
recycling background. ¥ . ] '

Senator Winegrad suggested that there be an interagency work group
comprised of DEED, MDE, MES, and NWMDA. He also suggested that DEED
should take a more proactive strategy to get environmental businesses
into the state instead of waiting for them to contact DEED.

Next month "Keep America Beautiful” will make a presentation. Time
will also be set aside for a tire presentation by the sub-group.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 p.m. The next meeting is scheduled
for June 1, 1992, at the Maryland Municipal League, from 9:00 a.m. to
12:30 p.m. '
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

' August 3, 1992

Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN
Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal “Authority
Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry
Mr. Michael Pelczar, Environmental Community
Ms. Lori Scozzafava, Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE)
(representing James Pittman)
Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service
(representing Mr. George Perdikakis)
Dr. Dan Morhaim, General Public
Mr. Thomas Redmond, Recycling Industry
The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate
Mr. Scott J. Horne, Recycling Industry
Mr. Marcus S. Marx, Wheelabrator Inc.
(representing Mr. George Hudnet)

Members not in Attendance:

N

N Mr. Thomas Duncan, MACO

)  Mr. Lawrence Hayward, Packaging Industry

@ Mr. James Katcef, Food & Beverage Industry

QP The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates
Mr. Barry Scher, Food Dealers Association

N

b

Dthers in Attendance:

Mr. Glenn M. Dodson, GACR Staff, MDE
Mr. William Burroughs, Burroughs Consulting

' The regularly scheduled meeting of the Governor'’s Advisory Council on

‘ijecycling was held on August 3, 1992, at the Maryland Municipal League,

"~ with Dr. Harvey Alter convening the meeting. Mr. Thomas Redmond and

\\~Mr. William Burroughs were inadvertently omitted from the July
attendance list. The September meeting at Wye Island is scheduled for

~_Wednesday, September 2, 1932, not September 7, 1992 as was stated in
the July minutes. The minutes were adopted with changes.

>0 MDE and Chairman’s Report

‘ *

\p‘Ms. Scozzafava reported that she has received assurances from the EPA
Qsthat they will be providing OWMR with computer assistance as well as
some general data entry help for the tonnage reporting done by the

{BCounty. -

r She announced that the draft application forms for tire facilities has
been completed. OWMR is in the process of amending the regulations to
provide approval of out of state facilities through MES’s inclusion of
them into the Scrap Tire Recycling System. The amendment also
reiterated the State Fire Marshall’s ability to inspect facilities and
enforce proper tire storage.




OWMR is focusing on the review of County Solid Waste Plans to assure
that there is a complete incorporation of recycling into the plans.

OWMR is developing a recycling training course along with The National Wt‘
and Maryland Soft drink Association. The program will be held sometime

in late fall and will be offered initially to County and Municipal
Coordinators. If spaces are available then it will be open to other I

interested parties.

Dr. Alter informed the members about an international agreement (Bosal
Convention) concerning the transportation of waste. It essentially |
states that an OECD member country which ratifies the Bosal Convention

can break solid waste agreements with non-ratifying countries, without

fear of retaliation. There was not general agreement on this issue.

It was recommended that the members who wish to support this to write

their Congressmen.

Discussion of Keep America Beautiful (KAB)

In response to a request from Delegate Pitkin, Dr. Alter reported on

the History of KAB in Maryland. He stated that there was a brief ‘
attempt to affiliate with KAB in 1976. This subsequently lost support

and this was the last time that he is aware of that a real effort to
affiliate was made, until recently with Montgomery County. There was a
 discussion about weather KAB has enough of a focus on recycling, as

opposed to its traditional litter control role, to be recommended as a
facilitator of an institutionalized recycling education program. There

was debate on both sides.of this issue. There was support for a State 4
funded program. It was pointed out that Pennsylvania has $24 million ﬁﬁ;
in funding for its recycling program and that Maryland is probably the

least funded mandatory program in the nation. [

After much discussion members subsequently agreed that a recommendation

should be written which simply lists various methods for
institutionalizing recycling. These should include, but not be limited

to, a State funded program and KAB.

Tire Workgroup

Mr. Hollinger announced that the Tire Task Force will be visiting the
ESSROC facility in Frederick, MD on August 14, 1992. Anyone wishing to
attend should contact him at (301) 484-4888.

The Task Force will be developing a report subsequent to the tour and
all input is welcomed.

Regionalization

Mr. Taylor distributed a draft report on regionalization to the

members. The report details the common themes and essential components
of a regional program. The Councils recommendations, however, are not
included. All members are asked to comment by contacting Mr. Taylor at

(301) 974-7254. |

There was a suggestion to put out a bid for a third party to market




issues to consider when using a broker, (1) Counties and municipalities
will lose the consistent market that they so often seek, (2) Brokers,
by continually shopping for the best price will usually maximize
return, but there is more risk. He added that though many of the
materials are not traditional the process is still the same and
government agencies should not reinvent the wheel. ]

Economic Report

It was stated that the report is not to determine whether to recycle or
not but rather to provide a basis for determining how to most
economically recycle the greatest amount possible. Dr. Alter stated
that people should know the cost of any public sector function. Dr.
pelczar added that the benefits of improving the environment "must" be
considered when determining costs and benefits.

Ms. Scozzafava stated that the tone of the report was somewhat
negative. The report pointed out many times that recycling costs money
but did not provide a balance by also indicating that solid waste has
very high collection and disposal costs, both economically and
environmentally. -

Dr. Morhaim agreed that it is very important to consider environmental
as well as economic costs. When you compareée only the economics of
recycling you give a distorted description of its benefits.

Senator Winegrad stated that he wants a statement in the report that
says recycling is in fact cheaper than incineration for the first 20%
recycled and possibly as high as 30% recycled (Montgomery County

Report) .

There was a general feeling that the draft must be changed to reflect
recycling’s positive impact on the environment. Members are asked to

contact Mr. Gagliardo with changes.

Miscellaneous

Final Report Volunteers:

Dr. Morhaim - Chapter (6)
Mr. Gagliardo and Dr. Pelczar - Chapter (11)
Ms. Scozzafava - Section on Rules and Regulations

Dr. Alter will attempt to provide OWMR with the master draft of the
report by August 17, 1992 so that it may be copied and forwarded to the

members.

++% The next Meeting is scheduled for September 2, 1992 at the DNR Wye
Tsland Facility from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Dress casually and be
prepared to wind up all remaining projects.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

September 2, 1992

Members in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN

Mr. Marcus Marx, Solid Waste Industry (representing Mr. George Hudnet)
The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Auth.

Mr. James Pittman, III, Maryland Department of the Environment

Mr. Thomas Duncan, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. Lawrence Hayward, Packaging Industry

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Mid-Atlantic Food Dealers Association

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service (representing Mr. George
Perdikakis)

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Members not in Attendance:

Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry

Mr. Michael Pelczar, Environmental Community
Mr. James Katcef, Food & Beverage Industry
Mr. Thomas Redmond, Recycling Industry

Dr. Dan Morhaim, General Public

thers in Attendance:

Ms. Lori Scozzafava, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Dept. of the Environment
Mr. William Burroughs, Burroughs Consulting . _

The monthly meeting of the Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling was held on
September 2, 1992 at the DNR facility on Wye Island, with Dr. Harvey Alter convening the
meeting at 9:30 a.m. This all day meeting was entn'ely dedicated to the development of the
Governor’s Advisory Council Final Report.

The meeting consisted of a page by page review of the first draft of the report. The second
draft will be forwarded to the members prior to the October tour of Lever Brothers Inc. The
Chairman will be out of the United States and thus will not be in attendance, however there
will be a meeting room reserved to discuss the draft.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. The next meeting is scheduled for October 5, 1992
from 9:00 a.m. until 12:00 p.m. The meeting will primarily consist of a tour of the Lever
Brothers Inc. facility in Owings Mills, Maryland. Directions are enclosed.
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Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling

October 5, 1992

Members in Attendance:

Mr. Michael Taylor, Maryland Environmental Service (representing Mr. George Perdikakis)
Mr. Paul Hollinger, Packaging Industry - -
Dr. Dan Morhaim, General Public 4 .

Members not in Attendance:

Dr. Harvey Alter, CHAIRMAN

The Honorable Joan B. Pitkin, Maryland House of Delegates

Mr. Michael Gagliardo, Mortheast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority
Mr. James Pittman, III, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Thomas Duncan, Maryland Association of Counties

Mr. George Hudnet, Solid Waste Industry

Mr. Lawrence Hayward, Packaging Industry

Mr. Barry F. Scher, Mid-Atlantic Food Dealers Association

Mr. Michael Pelczar, Environmental Community

Mr. James Katcef, Food & Beverage Industry

Mr. Thomas Redmond, Recycling Industry

The Honorable Gerald W. Winegrad, Maryland State Senate

Others in Attendance:

Mr. Glenn Dodson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. William Burroughs, Burroughs Consulting
Mr. Scott Home, Recycling Industry

The monthly meeting of the Governor’s Advisory Council on Recycling consisted of a tour
of Lever Brothers, Inc. The tour convened with presentations from Ms. Jeanne P. Meyer,
Manager Environmental Affairs, and Mr. Arnie Brown, Vice President of Packaging, on
Lever recycling and general environmental activities. A fact sheet is enclosed as part

of the minutes to provide an overview of the presentations.

The tour consisted of a walk through with concise presentations at each department. The
attached fact sheet also describes the facility operation.

The second Draft of the Final Report is enclosed. It will be discussed at the November
meeting. ‘

The next meeting is scheduled for November 2, 1992 at the Maryland Municipal League,
from 9:30 a.m. to Noon. The meeting will be dedicated to discussing the Final Report.
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212-420-8100
Tyler Gronbach
202-466-8100

LEVER PACKAGING DEVELOPMENT CENTER

FACT SHEET

As part of Lever Brothers Company’s commitment to identifying viable solutions to the solid
waste crisis, Lever opened its Packaging Development Center (PDC) on September 18, 1990,
in Owings Mills, Maryland. A cornerstone to the company’s dedication to environmental
action, the PDC is devoted to the creation and development of innovative environmentally-
responsible packaging for all Lever products. '

In the past two years, the PDC has used advanced technology and worked closely with
suppliers to create numerous ways to significantly lessen the impact of its packaging on the
‘Solid waste stream. Using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s two most preferred
'methods of solid waste management, source reduction and recycling, as a guideline, Lever’s
packaging designs now use more recycled content, less packaging and promote re-use more
than ever before.

EXAMPLES OF RECENT PACKAGING INITIATIVES:

- Recycled Plastics Initiative: In June 1990, Lever Brothers began filling and !
shipping newly designed 3-layer plastic bottles containing between 25% and 35%
post-consumer recycled plastics for several of its leading laundry product brands.

By the end of the first phase of the program, Lever exceeded its goal of
including recycled plastic in more than 50% of the bottles it sells nationwide. I

- Lightweighting of Liquid Laundry Detergent Bottles: Lightweighting
programs designed by Lever’s packaging engineers have significantly reduced
the amount of plastic used in Lever’s plastic detergent bottles without
compromising the strength of the package. As a result, lightweighting saves
more than 2.5 million pounds of plastic -- the equivalent of 13 million plastic
bottles -- from landfills annually.

- Reduced Packaging, Recycled Content for Drver Sheets: Lever Brothers new
Snuggle® Singles™ package is made from 100% recycled paperboard (50% post-
consumer) and uses up to 53% less material than prior packaging. The
conveniently innovative, one-at-a-time dispenser eliminates the old-fashioned

inner roll -- representing the first category innovation in more than 17 years. |
|
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PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT CENTER

Fact Sheet
Page 2

Concentrated Laundry Powder Detergents: In 1990 Lever Brothers introduced
WISK® Power Scoop™, a super-concentrated powdered detergent that offers
substantial source reduction of packaging materials. The box is made from
100% recycled paper (35% post-consumer) and the scoop is made from 100%
post-consumer plastic. By May, 1992, Lever introduced concentrated powder
detergents across all brands, including, Ultra Surf®, "all*" and Rinso®.

1]

Super-Concentrated Powder Detergents: In an effort to reduce the amount
of virgin plastic used in their detergent packaging, the measuring-scoops packed
in all the new concentrated detergents -- Ultra Surf®, "Ultra all"® and Ultra
Rinso® -- were designed to contain 100% post-consumer recycled plastic resin.

FACILITY OVERVIEW:

Departments:

Packaging Engineering: Develops machinery technology, analyzes and tests
machines utilized in the filling and handling of all packages at Lever Brothers’
manufacturing facilities to ensure safe and proper care of all products.

Packaging Development: Develops, tests and implements all packaging
component initiatives, using state-of-the-art computer-aided design and simulation
laboratories. A primary focus of the division is to develop environmentally-
responsible packaging by using less source material and a greater amount of
recycled materials.

Packaging Projects: Responsible for project management of a multi-disciplined
team accountable for the cost, scope and schedule of all major packaging
launches.

FACILITY FEATURES:

State-of-the-art computer-aided design capabilities.

“The latest simulation testing laboratories, including:

CAD Facility: State-of-the-art CAD/CAM computer systems enable engineers
to continually create and test innovative packaging designs.

Structure Testing Lab: Simulates shipping and handling of Lever products
from the manufacturing facility to th